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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1957 


Howse or Represenratives, 
ComMoptry SuBCOMMITTER ON WHEAT, 
or THE CoMMITTEE ON AGRICUTURE 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10: 15 a. m., in room 1308, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Carl Albert presiding. 

Mr. Avsert. The Subcommittee on Wheat has called this meeting 
to consider the problems of durum wheat growers. The subcommittee 
has before it at this time three bills: H. R. 2126, by our colleague from 
Montana, Mr. Anderson; H. R. 2160, by our colleague from North 
Dakota, Mr. Kreuger; and H. R. 4362 by our colleague, Mr. Berry. 

(H. R. 2126, H. R. 2160, and H. R. 4862, are as follows:) 


[H. R. 2126, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the wheat marketing quota provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 334 (e) of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. 8. C. 1334), is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Secretary shall 
increase the farm marketing quotas and acreage allotments for the 1957 crop 
of wheat for farms located in counties in the States of North Dakota, Minnesota, 
Montana, South Dakota, and California, designated by the Secretary as coun- 
ties which (1) are capable of producing durum wheat (class IL) and (2) have 
produced such wheat for commercial food products during one or more of the 
six years 1951 through 1956. The increase in the wheat acreage allotment for any 
farm shall be conditioned upon the production of durum wheat (class II) on 
such increased acreage. The increased allotment shall be determined by adding 
to the allotment established without regard to this subsection (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the ‘original allotment’) an acreage equal to the acreage by which 
the original allotment exceeds the 1957 acreage on the farm of classes of wheat 
other than durum wheat (class II) (hereinafter referred to as ‘other wheat’), 
but such increased allotment shall not exceed the smaller of the cropland on 
the farm well suited to wheat or the wheat acreage on the farm: Provided, 
That for the purposes of this subsection (1) the original allotment for each farm 
shall be not less than fifteen acres, and (2) varieties of class Il (durum wheat) 
known as ‘Golden Ball’ and ‘Peliss’ shall be regarded as ‘other wheat’. Not- 
withstanding any other provision of this subsection, no acreage allotment shall be 
increased under this subsection for any farm on which the producer knowingly 
devotes to the production of other wheat an acreage in excess of the acreage 
allotment established without regard to this subsection (and particularly with- 
out regard to clause (1) of the foregoing proviso). 

“The increases in wheat acreage allotments authorized by this subsection shall 
be in addition to the National, State, and county wheat acrenge allotments, and 
the acreage of durum wheat (class II) on such increased allotments shall not 
be considered in establishing future State, county and farm acreage allotments. 

“The provisions of paragraph (6) of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress 
(7 U. S. C. 1840 (6)), and section 326 (b) of this Act, relating to the reduction 


1 








2 DURUM WHEAT 

of the storage amount of wheat shall upply to the allotment for the farm es- 
tablished without regard to this subsection and not to the increased allotment 
under this subsection.” 





{H. R. 2160, 85th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL To amend section 334 (e) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 19388, as amended, 
relating to increased allotments for durum wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 


oo 


of America in Congress assembled, That section 334 (e) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. 8S. C. 1334), is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Secretary shall 
increase the farm marketing quotas and acreage allotments for the 1957 crop of 
wheat for farms lccated in counties in the States of North Dakota, Minnesota, 
Montana, South Dakota, and California, designated by the Secretary as counties 
which (1) are capable of producing durum wheat (class IIT) and (2) have 
produced such wheat for commercial food products during one or more of the 
five years 1952 through 1956. The increase in the wheat acreage allotment for 
any farm shall be conditioned upon the production of durum wheat (class II) on 
such increased acreage. The increased allotment shall be determined by adding 
to the allotment established without regard to this subsection (hereinafter 
referred to as the ‘original allotment’) an acreage equal to the acreage by which 
the original allotment exceeds the 1957 acreage on the farm of classes of wheat 
other than durum wheat (class II) hereinafter referred to as ‘other wheat’), 
but such increased allotment shall not exceed the smaller of the cropland on the 
farm well suited to wheat or the wheat acreage on the farm: Provided, That for 
the purposes of this subsection (1) the original allotment for each farm shall 
be not less than fifteen acres, and (2) varieties of class II (durum wheat) known 
as ‘Golden Ball’ and ‘Peliss’ shall be regarded as ‘other wheat’. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this subsection, no acreage allotment shall be increased 
under this subsection for any farm on which the producer knowingly devotes to 
the production of other wheat an acreage in excess of the acreage allotment 
established without regard to this subsection (and particularly without regard to 
clause (1) of the foregoing proviso). 

“The increases in wheat acreage allotments authorized by this subsection shall 
be in addition to the National. State, and county wheat acreage allotments, and 
the acreage of durum wheat (class IIT) on such increased allotments shal! not be 
considered in establishing future State, county, and farm acreage allotments. 

“The provisions of paragraph (6) of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress 
(7 U. S. C. 1340 (6)), and section 326 (b) of this Act, relating to the reduction 
of the storage amount of wheat, shall apply to the allotment for the farm estab- 
lished without regard to this subsection and not to the increased allotment under 
this subsection.” 


[H. R. 4862, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend section 334 (e) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
relating to increased allotments for durum wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 334 (e) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. S. C. 1334), is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Secretary shall 
increase the farm marketing quotas and acreage allotments for the 1957 crop of 
wheat for farms located in counties in the States of North Dakota, Minnesota, 
Montana, South Dakota, and California, designated by the Secretary as counties 
which (1) are capable of producing durum wheat (class IT) and (2) have pro 
duced such wheat for commercial food products during one or more of the five 
Years 1952 through 1956. The increase in the wheat acreage allotment for any 
farm shall be conditioned upon the production of durum wheat (class II) on 
such increased acreage. The increased allotment shall be determined by adding 
to the allotment established without regard to this subsection (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the ‘original allotment’) an acreage equal to the acreage by which 
the original allotment exceeds the 1957 acreage on the farm of classes of wheat 
other than durum wheat (class II) (hereinafter referred to as ‘other wheat’), 
but such increased allotment shall not exceed the smaller of the cropland on 
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the farm well suited to wheat or the wheat acreage on the farm: Provided, That 
for the purposes of this subsection (1) the original allotment for each farm 
shall be not less than fifteen acres, and (2) varieties of class II (durum wheat) 
known as ‘Golden Ball’ and ‘Peliss’ shall be regarded as ‘other wheat’. Not- 
withstanding any other provision of this subsection, no acreage allotment shall 
be increased under this subsection for any farm on which the producer knowingly 
devotes to the production of other wheat an acreage in excess of the acreage 
allotment established without regard to this subsection (and particularly with- 
out regard to clause (1) of the foregoing proviso). 

“The increases in wheat acreage allotments authorized by this subsection shall 
be in addition to the National, State, and county wheat acreage allotments, and 
the acreage of durum wheat (class II) on such increased allotments shall not 
be considered in establishing future State, county, and farm acreage allotments. 

“The provisions of paragraph (6) of Public Law 74, Seventh-seventh Congress 
(7 U. S. C. 1340 (6)), and section 326 (b) of this Act, relating to the reduction 
of the storage amount of wheat shall apply to the allotment for the farm estab- 
lished without regard to this subsection and not to the increased allotment 
under this subsection.” 

Mr. Jenninos. Are these identical bills ? 

Mr. Avserr. These bills are almost identical. I will state to my 
colleague from cursory examination it seems to me that the subject 
matter is identical. If there are substantial differences, I hope the 
witnesses will point them out. 

Our colleague, Mr. Krueger, has asked that he be able to appear 
immediately since he has other business, and he also wants to in- 
troduce Senator Young. 

So without further preliminaries, Mr. Krueger, we will hear from 
you at this time. 

Mr. Krurcer. Mr. Chairman, I have had a little difficulty, just 
came out of the hospital yesterday, with my eyes, and I would like 
to have permission to have my assistant read my statement at this 
time ? 

Mr. Atserr. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Will you give your name ? 

Mr. Swenson. Jack Swenson, administrative assistant to Mr. 
Krueger. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OTTO KRUEGER, A REPRESENTATIVE AT 
LARGE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, BY 
MR. JACK SWENSON, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO MR. 
KRUEGER 


Mr. Swenson. Mr. Chairman, and my colleagues on the commit- 
tee, the purpose of H. R. 2160 which I introduce ed i is to insure an ade- 
quate supply of durum wheat for the macaroni-processing industry. 

Durum wheat is a specialty wheat. It has qualities which fill the 
particular requirements of the macaroni industry. I want to say more 
about this in a moment, but first IT would like to explain briefly the 
provisions of this bill. 

H. R. 2160 can be stated simply as a “1-for-1 acreage incentive” 
to wheat producers in the Dakotas, Minnesota, Montana, and in a 
smal] section of California. It provides that in the designated durum- 
producing areas in these States growers can increase their total plant- 
ines above their normal wheat allotment in relation to the amount 
of durum they seed. 

It wor ks out like this. If the normal allotment is 100 acres, and 
the producer plants 60 acres in other wheat and 40 acres in durum, 
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he receives an extra 40 acres which can be seeded to durum, or a total] 
of 140 acres: 80 of durum and 60 of other wheat. This is safeguarded 
by the provision that his traditional cropland cannot be exceeded by 
this increased allotment—he can’t plow up pastureland to put more 
acres into wheat under this bill. 

Now I said earlier durum is a specialty wheat. It can’t be raised 
just anywhere. A few years ago the “durum triangle” in my State 

aised just about all the durum produced in this country. Durum 
requires special weather and soil conditions which are present in the 
areas set out in the bill. 

The principal question is this: Do we need durum wheat legislation 
for 1957? The answer is “yes” and I want to present some of the 
reasons for that answer. 

Production of durum in 1956 was equal to the normal annual pro- 
duction for the past 10 years and is ample to meet our present needs. 
But total durum acreage in 1956 was not on a firm foundation. The 
North Dakota acreage “for 1956 was about 58 percent of the average 
durum plantings for the years 1945 to 1954. On the other hand, in 
Montana, widespread winterkill of the winter-wheat crop for 1956 
provided a great deal of acreage for durum plantings. 

Per acre yields of durum in 1956 were consider ‘ably above the 
average for the previous decade. Had normal yields prevailed, the 
1956 crop would have produced approximately 29 million bushels 
of durum rather than 39 million bushels. 

The Department of Agriculture has estimated an 814 million 
bushel carryover of durum on July 1. If normal acreage were 
planted and normal yields resulted, this “one-for-one” program might 
not be necessary. But if there is no incentive to plant durum, such 
as H. R. 2160 and similar measures would provide, there is every indi- 
cation that plantings will be far below normal again in 1957. 

Montana last year suffered a bad winterkill of winter wheat. A 
successful Montana winter wheat crop means a shrinkage of almost 
50 percent and possibly more in durum plantings in Montana in 1957. 

In North Dakota, grower intentions and the hundreds of letters 
and telegrams I have received indicate clearly that durum-wheat 
acreage in my State will be down unless there is an incentive provided 
the grower. 

15-B rust hits the durum crop, it makes durum a risky crop, and 
so unless there is an incentive to plant durum, the wheat bar is 
going to turn to rust-resistant Seikirk spring wheat in 1957. That 
was borne out in a survey taken at Langdon, the county seat of Cava- 
lier County, N. Dak., where the annual State durum show is held. 
This showed that before the 15—B rust epidemic, 80 percent of the 
wheat acreage of the growers questioned was planted to durum wheat. 
Unless there is an incentive program, only 45 percent of the acreage 
will be planted to durum this year. 

The North Dakota Farm Bureau Federation has gone on record 
favoring the one-for-one incentive. The Devils Lake Chamber of 
Commerce favors it, the Lakota Commercial Club has wired their 
support, t, and just a few days ago the 35th Legislative Assembly of the 
State of North Dakota passed House Concurrent Resolution A which 
I would like to have entered in the record, and which says in part— 
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planting of durum wheat will be discouraged and curtailed if positive and 
favorable action is not taken on the Federal level of government to revise and 
change the laws and regulations governing acreage planted in durum wheat. 


Moreover, the processors of macaroni and spaghetti products have 
tried mixing other strains of wheat with durum in their product. 
They indicate it has not been satisfactory and that consumption has 
thereby fallen. Further, some producers are convinced that proces- 
sors will not return to 100 percent durum use until carryovers higher 
than the so-called normal are in evidence. : 

Mr. Chairman, and members of this committee, there is a need for 
durum legislation for 1957. It is needed to insure an adequate supply 
of a vital specialty wheat. This program provides the needed incen- 
tive, and it does so in a manner which will help reduce plantings of 
other wheats which are in surplus. It will reduce the plantings of 
other wheats and will increase the planting of durum. 

For these reasons I respectfully request favorable consideration of 
the 1-for-1 acreage incentive such as is provided in H. R. 2160. 

Mr. Avperr. Thank you. 

Mr. Swenson. I would like to ask Congressman Krueger whether 
he would like to have inserted in the record at this point the reso- 
lution which he received from the Legislature of North Dakota? 

Mr. Krurcer. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would. 

Mr. Apert. Without objection, it will be inserted immediately 
following the remarks of Congressman Krueger. 

(The resolution from the 35th Legislative Assembly, State of North 
Dakota, the 8th day of January 1957, is as follows :) 


THIRTY-FIFTH LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, STATE OF NortTH DAKOTA, BEGUN AND HELD 
AT THE CAPITOL IN THE CITY OF BISMARCK, ON TUESDAY, THE EIGHTH Day OF 
JANUARY, ONE TrrOUSAND NINE HUNDRED AND FIFTY-SEVEN 


House CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


(Power, Renfrow, Tollefson, Currie, and Heller) 


A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION Requesting the United States Secretary of Agriculture 
to support legislation revising acreage controls on durum wheat during 1957 


Whereas North Dakota normally produces approximately eighty-five percent 
of all durum wheat grown in the United States, and the legislature of this state 
is vitally interested in the production of this crop; 

Whereas the demand for export of durum wheat has greatly increased, as has 
its domestic demand, especially in the macaroni industry ; 

Whereas planting of durum wheat will be discouraged and curtailed if positive 
and favorable action is not taken on the federal level of government to revise 
and change the laws and regulations governing acreage planted in durum wheat; 
and 

Whereas the North Dakota congressional delegation will introduce legislation 
which should promote the interests of basic agriculture in the United States 
by enabling wheat growers to produce the durum wheat necessary to fill the 
increasing demand therefor : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of North Dakota, the Senate con- 
curring therein, That the United States Secretary of Agriculture is hereby urged 
and requested to support legislation introduced by the North Dakota congres- 
sional delegation for consideration by this first session of the S5th Congress, 
designed to revise the laws and regulations governing acreage control of durum 
wheat farmers; be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state is directed to forward copies of this 
resolution to the United States Secretary of Agriculture, to the North Dakota 
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congressional delegation, and to the chairmen of the respective committees of 
agriculture of the United States Senate and House of Representatives of the 
SSth Congress. 


Db. Wor, 

Speaker of the House. 
GERALD L. STAIR, 
Chief Clerk of the House. 

CLypE DuFFy, 
President of the Senate. 

Vic GILBREATH, 
Secretary of the Senate. 

Mr. Atserr. Do members of the committee have any questions of 
Congressman Krueger? 

Mr. Jenntnes. How will acreage compare this year in 1957 if your 
bill is passed, as to 1956? 

Mr. Krurcer. How it compares? 

Mr. JenNiNGs. Yes. 

Mr. Krurcer. Well, we do not know yet. This is the spring wheat, 
it is not yet planted. It will be planted some time in March or April, 
all depending upon the weather. 

Mr. Jenninoes. How do you think it would—— 

Mr. Krurcer. Without incentive, I think it will be considerably 
less. As it was indicated in my statement- 

Mr. Jennines. Yes; about 45 percent. 

Mr. Krurerr. That is ere That is the indication given at the 
durum area at Langdon, N. Dak., which is the center of the durum 
area. 

Mr. Jennincs. With the incentive, you anticipate that it would be 
about the same as the 1956 plantings? 

Mr. Krureer. I think so. I am hoping that it would. 

Mr. Avpert. Any further questions? 

Mr. Warts. I would like to ask a question just to clarify something 
in my own mind. 

As I understand, the wheat allotment is to be increased provided it 
is put in durum wheat? 

Mr. Krvurcer. That is correct. 

Mr. Warrs. And the increase is to be an acreage equal to the acreage 
by which the original allotment exceeded the 1957 acres or the 1957 
acreage ‘ 

Mr. Krvrerr. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. Well how much did the original allotment exe eed the 
1957 acreage? I do not understand what that language means 
exactly. 

Mr. Kruecer. Well the figure for the 1957 acreage we do not know 
yet, that is a matter of speculation at the present time. But it will 
increase the durum planting and reduce the other wheat planting. 

Mr. Warts. Now is there already an original allotment for each 
farm of not less than 15 ialagt 

Mr. Krurecer. Well, that is in other States, not in my State. That 
15 acres is to smaller operators 

Mr. Warts. Will you provide j in your bill, though, the original al- 
lotment of each farm shall not be less than 15 acres? What I was 
trying to find out is whether you are changing the original allotment 
on any farms by that provision 
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Mr. Kruercer. No, not necessarily by that provision. That is, if 
the smaller farmers operate and have only a wheat allotment of 15 
acres—— 

Mr. Warts. Well, now, in my country the farmers are permitted 
to grow 15 acres, but they do not have a wheat allotment. 

Mr. Kruecer. I would like to have Mr. Talbott of the Department 
of Agriculture answer that. 

Mr. Avserr. Will you state your name and your position ? 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP TALBOTT, GRAIN DIVISION, DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Tatsorr. Philip Talbott, Grain Division, Department of Agri- 
culture. 

The question that you asked the Congressman may be explained 
inthis manner. Every wheat producer in the United States has, under 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the right to grow at least 15 acres. 

Mr. Warts. But it does not have an allotment ; does it ? 

Mr. Tausorr. It is considered as an allotment in this bill. 

Mr. Warrs. You mean for this bill only ¢ 

Mr. Tausorr. For this bill only. A farmer who has no acreage 
allotment may seed any kind of wheat up to 15 acres without being 
in violation of marketing quota provisions. A farmer who has, say, 
a T-acre allotment may produce up to 15 acres without being im 
violation. 

Mr. Warts. Right. 

Mr. Krvecer. Without being in violation. 

And I think that is the point the Congressman was not familiar with. 

Mr. Warrs. You mean this in allotment ? 

Mr. Taueorr. That is right. In this bill the language says that it 
shall be considered as an allotment. 

ASC officers in the States, measure the production of any farmer 
that participates in this program, even though he may not have an 
allotment. If he exceeds the normal 15 acres without an allotment 
for durum, he would be in violation. He must comply with the pro- 
visions of this bill and not exceed that which is permitted. 

Mr. Warts. Even though he plants durum ¢ 

Mr. Tausorr. Even though he plants durum; yes. 

We will then measure his farm to see that he is in compliance. If 
he exceeds the provisions of this bill—if it becomes law—he would 
then be in violation of this and subject to penalties. 

Mr. Warrs. Well, what could a fellow in one of the counties that 
is being affected by this bill, who has normally been raising 15 acres 
of wheat, who did not have an allotment, grow under this bill? 

Mr. Ta.norr. If he does not grow any, does not seed any, wheat 
other than durum, he could produce 30 acres. 

Mr. Warrs. He can seed 15 acres of the other wheat now if he 
wants to——- 

Mr. Tarnorr. Say he seeds 1 acre of wheat other than durum under 
this bill. That leaves him 14 acres, his so-called allotment exceeds his 
planting by 14 acres. Therefore, he may seed 28 acres to durum. 

Mr. Warts. It would be 14; wouldn't it ? 
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Mr. Tatzorr. He is not required to seed those other 14 acres in any- 
thing. He is then given an additional 14 acres upon which he is 
required, under the law, to seed two in durum. 

Mr. Warts. He could seed then 28 acres of durum ? 

Mr. Tatrorr. If he elected. 

Mr. Warts. And 1 acre of 

Mr. Tatrort. He could actually seed 30 if he so liked. 

Mr. Warts. But if he did not seed that one acre of -—— 

Mr. Tarzorr. To other wheat. 

Mr. Warrs. To wheat—in other words, if he did not seed anything 
to other wheat, he could seed 30 acres of durum ? 

Mr. Tatnorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Warts. If he seeded 10 acres of other wheat, he could then seed 
10 acres of durum ? 

Mr. Tarsorr. That is correct 

Mr. Warrs. What I am trying to say, if he seeds 10 acres to other 
wheat, he has 5 acres left over of his allotment, as you call it? 

Mr. Tarzorr. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. Can he seed that 5 acres, plus an additional 5 acres to 
durum? 

Mr. Tarzorr. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. That is right back to what I said. 

Mr. Tatzorr. The point is he is not required to seed this five acres 
to durum. 

Mr. Warrs. I realize that. 

Mr. Tatsorr. He is not required to seed any of it to durum. 

Mr. Atzert. Congressman Hill is coming in. If you do not mind, 
I think we will hereafter limit the number of the technical questions 
to departmental representatives, because they are coming up with a 
report later, and we intend probably to call them later if necessary. 

Do you have anything further to say, Congressman Krueger ? 

Mr. Krurcrr. Mr. Chairman, no: but I would like to have you hear 
Senator Young, who was kind enough to come here and testify. 

Mr. Avzert. Yes. 

Senator Young, the committee is grateful that you have taken time 
out to come over here and be with us. We always like to have you 
before our committee because you have been an outst anding fr iend of 
American agriculture, and I know from my own experience have been 
one of those who have taken a lead in the consideration of matters 
pertaining to durum-wheat producers. The committee will be pleased 
to hear you at this time. 





STATEMENT OF SENATOR MILTON YOUNG, OF THE STATE OF 
NORTH DAKOTA 


Senator Youne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. I especially appreciate that very generous statement. I 
may say that I believe over the years my own thinking on agriculture 
has been more in line with your committee than the one I serve with 
over on the Senate side. 

Congressman Krueger reviewed the history of this durum-wheat leg- 
islation quite well. I think it would be w ell, though, to go back a little 
bit further. 
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Over the years durum wheat production has ranged between 35 
million and 45 million bushels a year. Starting in 1952, we have 
had a rust epidemic known as 15-b rust, that was particularly dam- 
aging to durum wheat. 

Durum wheat production in 1952 drops to 22 million bushels, odd 
bushels; in 1953 to 12 million bushels; in 1954 to only 5 million bushels, 
and in 1954 because the production had dropped so low, the Congress 
approved special durum wheat legislation. 

The first year, as I recall, any farmer with a wheat allotment, 
could plant all of the durum wheat that he wanted to over and above 
his allotment, and I think it was substantially the same as that the 
following year. 

This 1-for-1 program we have now was first proposed by a county 
ACC committeeman named Albert Thompson in Benson County, 
N. Dak. His idea was to confine, as much as he could, the production 
of durum wheat into the area where it was normally grown. There 
are several reasons why I think that should be done. Durum wheat 
is a wheat that cannot be produced successfully in many areas of the 
United States. They might produce a fairly good wheat 1 year and 
they would have some sad experiences in following years, both in pro- 
duction and in the quality of it. 

Well, last year the legislation provided that if you seeded 1 acre 
of your wheat allotment to durum wheat, you would gain 2 additional 
acres over and above your allotment. For example, if you had a 
100-acre allotment and planted 50 acres to durum wheat, you would 
be in 100 acres over and above that. Or if you planted all of your 
allotment of 100 acres to durum wheat, you would gain 200 additional 
acres, or you would wind up with 300 acres. 

This legislation, together with some unusual circumstances, part of 
which Congressma in Krueger mentioned, brought the production this 
last year in 1956, back up to about normal. ‘I think it was around 
39 million bushels. Part of it was due, as Congressman Anderson 
will tell you, to the winter wheat in Montana freezing out and plant- 
ing durum wheat in place of it. And in North Dakota, an area whiare 
durum wheat is »roduced, they had what the farmers call really 2 
cropsin1. They had up to 5 feet of snow there and with this moisture 
they had an unusually good crop. This 2-for-1 deal was a very 
good incentive. Many farmers took advantage of it. Most peo- 
ple, I believe in the industry, in the grain trade, in the farm 
organization, and farmers, believe now that if you had the 1-for-1 
deal that it would provide about the right amount of incentive to keep 
production up. 

Now I firmly believe that in the absence of durum wheat legislation, 
durum wheat production would drop to a very low level. There are 
several reasons for that. 

In North Dakota, we have a wheat known as Selkirk. It is a 

variety of wheat we got from Canada, a very high yielding hard wheat 
and of good quality. That wheat, and most other hard wheats that 
we have, spring wheat, will vield from 10 to 15 percent more than 
durum wheat will. 

I would like to read just one paragraph from this Wheat Pool 
Budget that was published in Calgary, Alberta, by the Alberta Wheat 
Pool. Most of the durum wheat production traditionally had been 
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in North Dakota—90 pores of that produced 1 in the United States 
had been in North Dakota—along the Canadian border, and on the 
Canadian side they have produced some durum, although not a great 
amount. Here is what they have to say: 

The Federal Department of Agriculture has issued the following: “Yield tests 
have been made at the Experimental Farm, Scott, Saskatchewan, for the past 11 
years, comparing Thatcher, the standard bread wheat of the area, with Stewart, 
a good-yielding, good quality durum wheat. These yield results for the period 
1946 to 1956, showed that Thatcher gave a yield of 21.9 bushels compared with 
18.2 bushels for Stewart, a yield of difference of about 17 percent in favor of 
Thatcher.” 

Thatcher being a hard spring wheat and Stewart the durum wheat. 
According to their 10-year record, spring wheat would yield about 17 
percent more. 

There is one other paragraph that maybe I should read: 


In these tests, Stewart was a week to 10 days later maturing than Thatcher. 


That is, the durum wheat was a week to 10 days later maturing, 
which is quite a factor up in that country where you have to contend 
with frost and rust. 

This later maturity is a hazard in an area where there are often early fall 
frosts. During 1956 durum wheats in the area were more severely damaged 
than bread wheats by frosts during the third week in August. 

Now I would like to read just a paragraph from a letter I received 
this morning from one who owns a considerable amount of land in the 
Jamestown, N. Dak., area. 

He says: 

The purpose of this letter is to inquire if you can give us some kind of an 
idea or guess as to when this subject will be crystallized. 

That is, the durum wheat legislation. 


That is yes or no. In my own case, and as well as in a number of others I 
have talked to, we are thinking of going out of durum production completely 
unless there is some kind of an incentive program. And it is that time of the 
year when we have to crystallize our next-year farm program. 

Well, if these farmers go out of durum wheat production, they will 
will be planting other crops that are in surplus, and I think we will 
be doing great injury to a program that has provided good markets for 
durum in the U lated States. 

As you know, most all of the durum wheat is used in the making 
of macaroni and spaghetti. I think the macaroni people who will 
testify here later, who will tell you in better terms than I can, with 
more authority, the difference between spaghetti and macaroni made 
out of durum wheat and that made out of the ordinary wheat 

This legislation is supported by the American Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration, the North Dakota Farm Bureau. The American Farm) 
Bureau Federation wants an amendment which I think is acceptable 
and desirable, that is, that would prohibit any advantage in the soil- 
bank program because of the 1-for-1 deal—there was a little advant: age 





this last year—and that would prevent any so-called windfall another 
year. 

It is supported by the National Farmers Union, the Farmers Union 
in my State, and the Farmers Union Grain Terminal Association of 
St. Paul. It is supported by all the grain trade that I know of. Mr. 
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Ben McCabe of the McCabe Grain Co. appeared before our committee ; 
Mr. Heffelfinger, president, Peavy Elevator Co., sent a statement in 
support of it; Cargell Co., Inc., Mr. Don Stevens, of General Mills; 
it 1s also supported by the Macaroni Manufacturers Association; and 
I think practically all of the farmers in the area. 

Really, I do not believe it would do any injustice to farmers in 
other parts of the United States if this program were adopted. In 
fact, more of our land would be used to produce a crop for which there 
is a demand and for a market that we should protect. I believe that 
we would be far better off to have a little surplus durum wheat for the 
next few years to insure the macaroni industry that they would have 
enough durum wheat for future years. If we have a shortage, of 
course, they are going to have to go back to a mix and a poor quality 
product, and as has been the case the last 2 years, the imports of spa- 
ghetti and macaroni increases and the consumption of our own prod- 
ucts decreases. 

So I think we should encourage enough production at least to meet 
our needs and a little surplus in this case would not hurt the least for 
the next 2 or 3 years. 

In closing, may I urge that if the committee thinks favorably of 
this legislation, that they will take the earliest possible action because 
we have a soil bank deadline in our State of March 8, and if at all pos- 
sible, we should get an answer yes or no, on both sides of the Congress, 
and the Department of Agriculture, and, of course, the President who 
has to sign it, if we can by that time. If it would come later, along 
about the 1st of April, it would not be of much good to us. 

I appreciate this privilege of hearing questions and I did my best 
to try and answer them. 

Mr. Auserr. Thank you, Senator Young. We appreciate your 
statement and help to the subcommittee. It will certainly be helpful 
to us in the consideration of this problem. I think the committee 
understands the importance of macaroni as a food in this country, 
and certainly we do not want to have the manufacture or consumption 
of macaroni decreased by reason of our farm program; and on the 
other hand, I am sure I speak for all the members of the committee 
when I say, we hope that our farm program will ensure that we do 
have a sufficient quantity of these foods. Also, I know that we want 
to get through with this legislation as expeditiously as possible and we 
are hoping that we get the report of the Department at an early date 
and that. we do have the report before we take this matter to the floor. 
Bu we are not going to wait too long if I have anything to do with it. 
If the Department does not come in with a report within a few days, 
I am going to proceed to try to dispose of this legislation one way or 
another in this subcommittee. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Auserr. Mr. Hill? 

Mr. Hitx. Just one question, Senator. 

H. R. 2160, by Mr. Krueger, is the bill you favor with an amend- 
ment; is that correct ? 

Senator Youne. Yes. I have not seen the other bills. 

Mr. Hi. Well, now, have you your amendment, your suggested 
changes, so we can have them for consideration ? 

Senator Youne. Yes; I can give you that. 
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Mr. Hix. I want you to know, Senator, that I have worked with 
you on conference committees, and I, too, appreciate your coming over 
here. I shall cooperate with our chairman here and, as far as 1 am 
concerned, we will expedite this just as fast and just as quickly as 
possible. T assure you that. 

We do not grow a bushel, I think, of durum wheat in my area; it is 
winter wheat, but our wheat problem is a wheat problem, and we 
realize the necessity of getting this program on its way in order to 
cooperate with the soil -bank program. 

I am sure you will get this from our subcommittee. 

Mr. Arperr. Do either of the other Congressmen have questions / 

Mr. Jenntnos. I have a question, but I do not know whether it is 
directed to the Senator. Maybe it should be. I remember last year 
when we considered this durum-wheat legislation that there was a 
certain valley or lake out in California that was very much interested 
in having the legislation applicable to that area. Would this legisla- 
tion be applicable to any area producing durum wheat, or w ould it be 
restricted to the triangle area that you speak of? 

Senator Youne. No; it would apply to any area that had estab- 
lished a durum wheat production history. This one county in Cali- 
fornia, I think, first established the history —— 

Mr. Hitt. That takes care of that. 

Senator Youns. By the reproduction of new seed we had developed 
in our area. We sent them to California to produce during the winter 
and bring them back and increase our production faster that w ay. 

Mr. Hix. That was a new area, if I understand it, in California, a 
lakebed ? 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. As I understand it, all you are doing is substituting 
1 for 1 for 2 for 1? 

Senator Youne. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. It is practically the same bill except you substitute 
1 for 1 instead of 2 for 1 like you did last year ? 

Senator Youna. That is right. We think the 1 for 1 will come near 
producing the durum-wheat we need, although I am not at all sure 
about it because Selkirk is a much better yielder. It has a demand, a 
good price on the market, a good premium because of its high protein, 
and it is an excellent yielder. 

Mr. Warts. The bill we passed last year was just for 1 year? 

Senator Youne. Yes. 

Mr. Arsert. For the purpose of the record, I would like to insert, 
without objection, at this point, an amendment proposed by Senator 
Young. 

Senator Youna. That is the one also first mentioned by the Ameri- 
can Farm Bureau Federation. 

(Amendment to S. 328 proposed by the board of directors of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation is as follows :) 


AMENDMENT TO S. 323 PROPOSED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE AMERICAN 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Amend the bill by adding at the end thereof the following new language: 

“Additional acreage reserve payments under the Soil Bank Act, Public Law 
540, Eighty-fourth Congress, shall not be made to any producer for any increased 
allotment added by this subsection.” 
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Mr. Aupert. Senator Young, thank you again for your presence, 

Senator Youne. Thank you so much. 

Mr. Augerr. Next the committee would like to hear our colleague 
from Montana, Mr. Anderson. 

I want to state, prior to your appearance, Mr. Anderson, that you 
have discussed this matter with me from the very first day you came 
to the House of Representatives. You have urged expeditious con- 
sideration of this proposal, and you introduced the first bill introduced 
in the House this year. I think your constituents are to be com- 
mended on the fine showing you have made in their behalf with 
respect to this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEROY ANDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy in 
calling this very early meeting to consider the durum bill. I know 
that my constituents and those of the other States involved are very 


v 


appreciative of getting this early consideration of the durum-wheat 
bill. 


We have had a very complete discussion, and I will try to avoid 
any duplication in my remarks. 

i would like to emphasize the points that it seems to me are the 
key points in your consideration of this durum-wheat legislation. 

The points, it seems to me, that this committee will need to decide 
in deciding whether or not they are going to favorably consider this 
durum incentive legislation are, first, whether or not we need a fairly 
substantial and assured supply of durum, or whether we can continue 
to do as we have in years past and get along by adulterating our 
durum with other types of less suitable spring wheats. We have wit- 
nesses here from the Macaroni Association and the millers and the 
grain trade who will, I think, fairly establish to your satisfaction that 
the only way in which we will be able to provide a good macaroni 
semolina product is by an incentive that will produce plenty of durum 
wheat. 

Now, we have produced in years past various adulterated products 
which will not cook up with the right kind of a color, is are 
likely to cook up into a mush, the quality of which is such that we 
have lost a good deal of our macaroni markets, and so our total con- 
sumption of macaroni products has fallen below its normal level. 
It is our position that we can increase our market for macaroni and 
durum products if we will provide an adequate source of durum 
wheat. 

Now, the second point that you gentlemen want to consider is 
whether or not we can provide such an adequate supply of durum 
wheat without this incentive legislation. We have witnesses present, 
in addition to those who have so capably presented the case up to 
this point, who, I think, will convince you that the only way that 
we will provide adequate supplies of durum is by the passage of one 
variation of this incentive legislation. 

The only people that I have talked to regarding this legislation 
who were not enthusiastically in favor of it are some members of the 
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Department of Agriculture. As you know, we have not received a 
firm statement of their position. However, I do have a letter from 
the Department of Agriculture written to the senior Senator from 
Montana, Mr. James E. Murray, in response to his request to the 
Department for their opinion when he was holding hearings in his 
committee in the Senate. I would like to place the letter of the 
Department of Agriculture, a facsimile copy of the same, in the 
record as an exhibit. 

Mr. Arsert. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Copy of the letter from the Department of Agriculture to Senator 
Murray, dated January 24, 1957, is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., January 24, 1957. 
Hon. JAMEs FE. Murray, 
United States Senate. 

Drar Senator Murray: This is in reply to your letter of December 30, 1956, 
in which you requested data and other information concerning our experience 
with the several incentive durum wheat (class II) production programs that 
were proniuilgated under Public Laws 290, 8, and 431 for the years of 1954, 1955, 
and 1256, respectively. 

The production figures for the 1956 durum wheat crop by counties has not as 
yet been reported and we expect it will be several weeks before the data are 
available. Rather than further delay this reply, we are now reporting 1954 
and 1955 production for the States of Minnesota, Montana, North Dakota, and 
South Dakota. California was not included in the 1954 and 1955 programs. 

The tables bearing the title “Durum (class II) Accomplishments” for each 
of the participating States for 1954 and 1955 are, we believe, self-explanatory. 
They report the number of farms, by counties, participating in the program for 
the 2 years; the increase in acreage allotments under the program; the, total 
wheat acres; total durum acres; the bushels of durum harvested and the value 
of the durum wheat produced in each participating county. We used the annual 
average price for No. 2 Hard Amber Durum Minneapolis quotation to estimate 
the value of the crop produced in each county. 

Table II titled “Wheat: Monthly Cash Prices at Minneapolis for No. 1 Dark 
Northern Spring 15 Percent Protein and No. 2 Hard Amber Durum”’ reports 
the price paid for these two classes of wheat, by months, for the years 1952, 
1953, 1954, 1955, and to December 1956. It also reports the average monthly 
bushel price spread between the two classes of wheat. However, we used the 
annual average price for No. 2 Hard Amber Durum to estimate the value of 
durum wheat harvested by each participating county and State’s total for the 
2 years of 1954 and 1955. These values are reported for each State on their 
respective “durum (class II) accomplishments” tables. 

Table I and table II report the United States supply-disposition beginning 
with 1948 through 1955, with 1956 indicated and 1957 estimated. Please note 
that table I reports on both class II and class III of durum wheat. Durum wheat 
(class II) is capable of producing Amber Durum wheat from which semolina is 
milled principally for the production of alimentary paste products, while class 
III is Red Durum and is not suitable for the production of semolina. Therefore, 
table II is the one in which we are interested; but we supplied table I so that 
you may make a comparison of the two. Some durum wheat reports, prior 
to 1954, include Red Durum production data which distort the production data 
for durum wheat (class IT). 

We hesitate to request incentive durum wheat legislation for 1957, principally 
because of the macaroni industry’s small usage of semolina since the harvest 
of the 1956 crop, and, more particularly, consumers’ acceptance of macaroni 
products made from blends of wheat other than durum and durum wheat. 
Historical use of semolina by the macaroni manufacturers is no longer a safe 
criterion or basis on which we can establish reasonable domestic demand. 

The macaroni-manufacturing industry has demonstrated over the last several 
years that they have succeeded in producing consumer-accepted alimentary paste 
products made with farinaceous blends that were obtained by milling wheat 
other than durum and durum wheat. At the beginning of the “black stem rust 
race 15b” epidemic we believed that the macaroni-products market would be 
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lost to foreign macaroni producers and/or consumers would substitute. other 
products for macaroni products. At that time, macaroni products made with 
100 percent farina or blends of farina and low quantities of semolina were 
believed to be inferior. to products made with semolina. This belief, has not 
become factual. Our domestic consumers have accepted paste products made 
from blends of farina and semolina. 

In addition, macaroni producers have demonstrated their reluctance to buy 
semolina when the market for No. 2 Hard Amber Durum was in the area’ of $2.70 
to $2.80 per bushel. In fact the market broke because there were so few buyers 
for durum wheat (class II). Had the consumer seriously rejected paste products 
made with blends, macaroni producers would have paid the price for semolina 
obtained from milling No. 2 Hard Amber Durum rather than risk the loss of 
their market, but they were convinced such would not be the case. Time has 
proven the soundness of their judgment. 

If an incentive program is promulgated, we believe it will invite overproduc- 
tion, which is quite possible now that rust-resistant durum wheat varieties 
are available for commercial plantings. If we proposed an incentive durum 
wheat program for 1957 and overproduction occurred, we would then be a con- 
tributing party to our more than abundant Commodity Credit Corporation 
wheat stocks. In the event an insufficient quantity of durum wheat (class II) 
is produced in 1957, macaroni manufacturers may readily produce their products 
from blends without fear of consumer rejection. 

Our study convinces us that the supply of durum wheat (class II) is normally 
in excess of domestic consumption requirements for the 1956-57 crop year to 
such an extent that we are able to export at least 10 million bushels, and that 
there are now available for 1957 planting reasonable quantities of the four 
durum wheat (class II) varieties which possess exceptional resistance to “black 
stem rust race 15b.” This strengthens our conviction that durum wheat pro- 
ducers in the State of North Dakota, South Dakota, and Minnesota should not 
suffer the extensive losses caused by previous rust epidemics. Durum wheat 
produced in Montana and the Tulelake area of California is not disturbed by 
“rust race 15b.” Therefore, we believe it is reasonable to expect that the 
normal supply and demand that now exists will continue with the 1957 crop. 

The present supply and distribution situation for the 1956 crop appears to be 
about as follows. This is based on the assumption that industry will revert 
to their former 100 percent semolina usage, which has not as yet occurred on 
an industrywide basis. At the beginning of the 1956 spring wheat crop year we 
had an estimated carryover of 5 million bushels of 1955 durum wheat (class 
II) and a 1956 harvest of about 39.6 million bushels. From this total supply 
of 44.6 million bushels, we were led to believe that industry would use about 
25 million bushels. We will probably export at least 10 million bushels and 
use about 2% million or 3 million bushels for seed, leaving us a free balance of 
6 million or 614 million bushels to be carried over into 1958. 

For these reasons we do not believe it advisable to promote a 1957 program 
for durum wheat (class IT). 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


Mr. Anperson. I would like to call to the attention of this com- 
mittee of this committee that the Department of Agriculture has not, 
at least to this point, opposed this legislation. Quoting one sentence 
from their letter, they say : 

We hesitate to request incentive durum wheat legislation for 1957, principally 
because of the marcaroni industry’s small usage of semolina since the harvest 
of the 1956 crop and, more particularly, consumers’ acceptance of macaroni 
products made from blends of wheat other than durum and durum wheat. 

And I would like to turn to another paragraph and read another 
sentence which indicates that— 


Our domestic consumers have accepted paste products made from blends of 
farina and semolina. 


Both are the type of products that I have referred to as adulterated, 
and I think our testimony later this morning will perhaps run counter 
to that. 
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Mr. Hitz. Would you give us the date of the letter ? 

Mr. Anverson. The 24th of January. 

Mr. Hn. Then who signed it? 

Mr. Anperson. Signed by True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 

Mr. Hux. You can see what I want. I want to get him on record, 
too. 

Mr. Anperson. They make an additional point in the course of the 
letter that they feel, as you would judge from what I have read, that 
we can get along with less than a full production of durum wheat. 
They also make the point that they think possibly we can produce 
enough without incentive legislation. Our witnesses will, I think, 
establish to your satisfaction that we must have durum if we are 
going to have a market, both domestic and export, for our durum 
products, and we also have witnesses who will establish the only 
way in which we will have an adequate amount of durum, according 
to any normal prognostications we can make, is by means of this in- 
centive legislation. 

I would like to call to the attention of this committee the crop sum- 
mary of December 1956—the latest that we were able to get—sum- 
marizing the durum wheat production put out by the Crop Reporting 
Board of the United States Department of Agriculture. I will only 
ask for the reproduction of that table in here indicating the produc- 
tion on durum wheat. This sheet has other crops. 

Mr. Avpert. Do you want that inserted in the record at this point ? 

Mr. Anperson. I would like to have it inserted at this point. 

Mr. Auzerr. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The Annual Crop Summary for December 1956 is as follows :) 


Source: Annual Crop Summary, December 1956. Crop Reporting Board, Agricultural Marketing Serv- 
ice, U. 8. Department of Agriculture. 


Spring wheat other than durum 
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North Dakota--_--.-.-- 7, 542 6, 232 5, 609 12.6) 15.5); 17.5 95,495 | 96,596 | 98, 158 
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Colorado.......- teen 109 50 47 18.8 17.0 18.0 2,055 | 850 | 846 
New Mexico... .--.-- 19 15 15 14.0 18.0 13.0 271 270 | 195 
We eh bee ce oentee 83 81 7 32.0) 30.5 37.0 2,670 | 2,470, 2,923 
Nevada.u..-../-...-- 13 6 ll 28.0; 29.0; 32.0 366 174 | 352 
Washington whee 573 171 713 22.6 22.0; 2.5| 12,782 3,762 | 21,034 
Orepotls 3 6. u--- 243 4- 218 125 194 | 24.4 27.0 31.0 5, 251 3,375 | 6,014 
United States___} 16,894 | 12,237 11,801 14.4; 17.2 18.9 243, 636 (210,358 | 222, 605 
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Durum wheat 











Acreage harvested | Yield per acre Production 
State Zi Dab HERS DEPP PRE RNS Fest “SRA er See 
| Average,| 1955 1956 | Average,| 1955 1956 | Average,| 1955 1956 
| 1945-54 | | 1945-54 | | 1945-54 | 
| Thou- | Thou- | Thou- | Thou- 
Thousand, sand | sand | Thousand| sand sand 
acres | acres | acres | Bushels |Bushels\Bushels| bushels | bushels | bushels 
Minnesota..-_.......- 45} 2%| 46] 188) 155) 19.0 646 | 408 874 
North Dakota. .--.--- | 2, 203 | 980 1, 225 12.0; 13.0, 16.0 7,495 | 12,740 19, 600 
South Dakota... .....) 239 | 71 130 | 11.4} 10.5 8.0 2 803 | 746} 1,040 
MABE 1. 9 ¢54~se¢r} | 14 271 978 ob 113.5 | ai. 0 18, 5 1189 5, 691 18, 093 
United States...| 2, 480 | 1,848 | 2,379/ 11.9] 145| 16.6 | 30,963 | 19,580 | 39,607 


11954 only. Included with ‘‘other spring’’ wheat prior to 1954. 


Wheat: Production by classes, for the United States 
er of — 











: | Winter | Spring White 
Year ie 5 Sig Se je batthieee os Seieem lbs (winter and | Total 
| | spring) 
| Hard red | Soft red | Hard red Durum ! 
etpenensneljpameenatnanemnatite saiaiiiaeait siupidibaimeesencaiimecitintstai a cal itil ini saptiediatitenential iis 
Average: | | 
1945-54........] 559, 330 | 193, 478 205, 784 31, 512 158, 186 1, 148, 289 
a =|. 415, 770 173, 307 183, 829 | 19, 591 142, 234 | 934, 731 


1056... .-t- nade 442, 376 185, 552 | 175, 471 39, 614 154, 194 | 997, 207 
| 


1 Includes durum wheat in States for which estimates are not shown separately. 


Mr. Anperson. It bears out the testimony that Senator Young has 
given us as to the various drop in durum wheat production and the 
fact that last year we again were up to what is a normal production 
of 35 million to 40 million bushels of durum wheat, a figure which we 
can consume as will be shown as we get our products made of 100 per- 
cent semolina and again recover the markets we have lost during the 
past years of adulterated products. 

I would like to call to the attention of the committee the fact that 
North Dakota produced 19,600,000 of the 39 million bushels produced ; 
produced approximately half; and that Montana—and this durum 
production is entirely in my congressional district—produced 18 mil- 
lion bushels. Montana, my district in Montana, and North Dakota, 
produced, it must be 96 or 98 percent of all the durum produced in 
the United States. So, we are the people who are involved. 

Mr. Krueger has given you an idea of how the plantings will drop 
off in North Dakota if we do not have such incentive legislation. I 

can tell you that the situation in Montana is even more serious for the 
sredbctiei of durum wheat. We are newcomers in the field of pro- 
ducing wheat in Montana. It has only been in the last 3 years that 
we have produced any appreciable quantities, and we have, in 
2 years of major production, reached the point where we are now 
producing half of the durum wheat. We do not expect to continue 
to produce half of the durum wheat, we expect much of that mar- 
ket to go back to North Dakota, because many of these 18 million 
bushels that we produce came as a result of unusually favorable 
moisture conditions last year. We probably would not have pro- 
duced over 13 million or 14 million except for those favorable con- 
ditions. A substantial number, a very substantial number, of the 
millions of bushels were produced because a year ago at this time our 
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winter wheat crop in much of the territory was destroyed, and having 
an opportunity then in the spring, that winter wheat was planted 
to durum. That condition will not again be repeated because our 
winter wheat crop at the present time is in excellent condition. 

And so no matter what legislation we pass here, my district is not 
going to have any fewer acres of durum than they had this year. 
Without suitable legislation, I would venture to predict that there 
would be almost no durum production in Montana, because it must 
then compete on an acre for acre basis with spring wheats. 

There are many hazards to the production of durum wheat, with 
which I am sure you are very familiar, the shattering due to any type 
of wind or a very small hailstone; the contamination of our fields— 
because durum wheat is a wheat, if you raise any other type of wheat, 
if you get more than a few percent of durum wheat in your spring 
wheat, your spring wheat is sold as a seed which means that instead of 
getting $2 a bushel you may get $1.25 a bushel. So, for that reason, 
it is not planted by our farmers without incentive. 

We have here farm growers of macaroni wheat from Montana who 
will give you, very briefly, about a minute apiece, their support to my 
opinion that unless we get such incentive legislation as this, that we 
will not produce a very appreciable crop of durum. 

Mr. Atzert. Do you want to call them before you finish your 
statement ? 

Mr. Bass. May I interrupt just 1 minute? I got in a little late. 

Mr. Auzerr. Congressman Bass. 

Mr. Bass. What does the word “incentive” mean? What are you 
dealing with when you say “incentive” legislation ? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, the other members will have already been 
briefed on the fact that this provides an additional incentive for every 
acre that you will plant to durum within your allotment. 

Mr. Bass. What constitutes the incentive ? 

Mr. Anperson. The incentive is that you get an additional acre of 
durum wheat allotment outside of your normal allotment. 

Mr. Bass. There is no incentive payment or anything? 

Mr. Anpverson. No. 

Mr. Bass. That is what I wanted. 

You are saying increased acreage ? 

Mr. Anperson. The incentive consists of additional acreage that a 
durum grower can plant outside of his allotment. 

Mr. Arzerr. We appreciate your excellent statement. It certainly 
shows some preparation for this matter. 

Before you call some of your supporting witnesses, some members 
of the committee would like to ask you some questions. 

Mr. Anverson. Could I just put into the record one additional table 
which is, as Mr. Talbot tells me, somewhat out of date. It was appar- 
ently their best information on the 2d day of January. It is sheir 
estimate of the supplies, utilization, and ending stock of durum wheat 
and indicates an anticipated 8 million bushels as of the 1st of July. 

I understand there has been some change in that. I presume you 
will get that from the Department. I believe it has been changed 
upward, according to the Department’s figures. But those are unofti- 
cial and I would prefer only to place this in. 

Mr. Argerr. Without objection, the chart may be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(The data referred to above is as follows :) 
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Mr. Atpert. Mr. Hill has a question. 

Mr. Huu. Now, if I understand you correctly, Mr. Anderson, this 
was just for 1 year anyway ? 

Mr. Anperson. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Hm. And you support the amendment as offered by Senator 
Young? 

Mr. Anperson. I would be glad to. 

Mr. Hinz. Well, there isn’t any argument amongst the growers or 
producers at all as to the necessity of this bill, as far as you know? 

Mr. Awnprrson. None from the growers, the producers, or the 
processors. 

Mr. Hux. That is all. 

Mr. Arpert. Do you have any questions ? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes. 

I notice the only difference, just glancing at your bill and the other 
bill, is that your bill provides for a 6-year time while the other bill 
provides for a 5-year time, from 1952 through 1956, as compared with 
your bill from 1951 through 1956 ? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, this is in response to you, along the lines of 
your earlier questioning. 

Mr. Jennines. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson. That was to make sure that that county in Califor- 
nia to which you referred was able to qualify. I believe that possibly 
there may have been some counties that could not qualify. It was to 
make sure that we did not shut anybody out. 

Mr. Jennines. Then they could qualify, based on your bill of 6 
years. 

Mr. Anprrson. There may be counties which could not have quali- 
fied under the 5-year bill. 

Mr. .\unertr. Congressman Watts ? 

Mr. Warrs. No questions. 

Mr. Aveert. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anperson. I have some things I would like to put in the record: 
A letter from our Senator James Murray, who was the chairman of 
the committee which held these hearings in the Senate, and indicating 
his support of this legislation. 

Would it be better if I introduced these at the point in our testimony 
where it would be most appropriate, or will they all appear at the 
conclusion of the committee report ? 

Mr. Atsert. They will appear anywhere you want them to appear. 

Mr. Anperson. Then perhaps I should ask for these to be intro- 
duced at the appropriate time. 

Mr. Aunert. After all the witnesses have completed their testimony 4 

Mr, Anxperson. For example, after Mr. Green has testified, then we 
have additional supporting testimony. 

Mr. Avsertr. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Anperson. I received a telephonic communication from home 
that the legislature in Montana has passed a resolution favoring this 
legislation. While I have not had an opportunity to receive a.copy 
of the resolution, I would ask that, if it comes before you print up your 
hearings, that resolution could be incorporated ? 

Mr. Atsert. Without objection, it may be done. 
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(The letter from Senator James EK. Murray to Congressman Ander- 

son dated February 5, 1957, is as follows :) 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
February 5, 1957. 
Hon. LERoy ANDERSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear LeRoy: You know of my continuing support of the bills to provide 
special acreage allowances beyond allotments for durum wheat growers. We 
have rebuilt domestic production through such measures in recent years. I am 
convinced that your bill, H. R. 2126, allowing 1 acre beyond quota for each acre 
of allotment planted to durum, is essential this year. 

Because of conflicting committee meetings I will be unable to appear at the 
House hearings on Thursday. I will consequently appreciate your speaking for 
me in favor of the measure. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES E. Murray, United States Senate. 

Mr. Anprerson. Then I would like to call as the first witness, Mr. 
Robert Green, who will speak for the processors. 

Mr. Apert. While Mr. Green is coming up, let’s get an idea of how 
much time you are going to require. We have another meeting on 
and it is an important meeting, but we have promised to have this 
hearing so we are going to try to have it. 

How many witnesses do you have ? 

Mr. Anperson. I have two major witnesses: Mr. Green, who has 
come from St. Paul, and Mr. Glewwe from the Farmers Union. And 
as I indicated, I have four young farmers who would like to have 
about a half a minute at least. 

Mr. Apert. I am trying to dispose of this as rapidly as possible, 
but I do not want to cut ae off, and I do not want to slight 
anyone who wants to be heard. Insofar as possible, we hope you will 
summarize and speed it up just as much as possible. 

Mr. Krueger. Mr. Chairman, for your information, I have no other 
witnesses at all. ; 

Mr. Ausgerr. Thank you, Mr. Krueger. 

Mr. Green. Gentlemen, I appreciate this opportunity to appear be- 
for you. 

Mr. Acrerr. Will you state eet name? 

Mr. Green. My name is Robert Green. I am executive secretary of 
the National Macaroni Manufacturers Association with headquarters 
in Palatine, Il. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT GREEN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
NATIONAL MACARONI MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Green. My story is prepared here in written form, so why don’t 
I just give you a copy of this, and then I will telescope it in as short 
a period of time as I can. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Robert Green is as follows:) 


THE MACARONI INDUSTRY NEEDS DURUM WHEAT 


Durum wheat, a special variety of hard spring wheat grown in North 
and South Dakota, Minnesota, and Montana, is almost entirely used by 
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the macaroni-manufacturing industry for the manufacture of maca- 
roni, spaghetti, egg noodles, and similar products. 

Because of the devastation caused by race 15B stem rust to durum, 
supplies have been only a fraction of normal requirements for the past 
several years until the 1956 crop came in. 

The National Macaroni Manufacturers Association, among others, 
has expended considerable sums of money on research to alleviate the 
problem of rust and bring durum back into normal supply. These 
efforts are being rew: arded. Duri ing the past 3 years enough seed has 
been developed from a few kernels ‘of grain resistant to 15B rust toa 
quantity now sufficient to plant the entire 1957 crop. The comeback 
of durum wheat in 1956 has been called amazing by experts in the grain 
industry. 

Nature, the Government, science and industry, and growers’ per- 
severence have all combined to make a brighter picture, but unless 
some incentive is provided the grower for pl: unting durum wheat in 
1957 there will again be a shortage. This will work to the detriment 
of the grower, miller, processor, and consumer by requiring substitu- 
tion in macaroni mixtures. 

The pipelines of distribution were empty and are just now beginning 
to fill with the first normal crop in several years, Add to this the 
heaviest export demand in many years because of a world shortage of 
durum, and it is apparent that spec ial legislation is needed to encourage 
growers to plant durum in 1957. 

The 1956 durum crop of 39,607,000 bushels was not excessive when 
compared to the 10-year average, 1942-51, of 38 million. These were 
the years before L 5B rust started taking its heavy toll. The average 
for the years 1947-51 was 40 million. The average mill grind for 
this period was close to 24 million bushels, and the average carryover 
was about 15 million bushels compared to the 9 million bushels or less 
in pr op ect for this year. 

Of the 39,607,000 bushels produced in_ 1956, 18,093,000 came from 
Montana, a State that had raised very little ‘durum in prior years. 
This big crop can be attributed to the 2-for-1 plan whereby growers 
could plant 2 a of durum for each 1 taken out of their regular 
wheat allotment. Early spring estimates indicated that acreage had 
been planted in Montana to produce 12 million to 14 million bushels. 
But a large acreage of winter wheat was winterkilled and plowed 
under. This : additional acreage was planted to durum and as a result 
brought the total harvest up to 18 million bushels. 

Assume that a 1-for-1 plan will be put into effect this year and that 
growing conditions are as favorable in 1957 as they were in 1956, what 
total production can we expect? If we take last year’s planting indi- 
cations from Montana prior to winterkill of winter wheat, production 
might be figured at 14 million bushels instead of 18 million. 

If growers participate to the extent that they did in 1956, under a 
1-for-1 plan, production would be curtailed at least one-third, and the 
most we could expect to raise would possibly be around 23 million 
bushels. 

It must be kept in mind that Montana has already planted a consid- 

erable amount of acreage to winter wheat on which durum was har- 
el in 1956, and unless another winterkill takes place this acreage 
would not be planted to durum in 1957. 
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Liberal legislation is needed if sufficient durum is to be grown to 
meet the needs of industry and provide for a normal carryover. If 
there had been no incentive program in 1956, it is conceded that very 
little durum would have been raised in North Dakota. A normal 
durum acreage carries no assurance that a normal crop will be har- 
vested because of drought, frost, and other adverse conditions. Then, 
too, the introduction of Lee and Selkirk varieties of spring wheat has 
cut heavily into durum acreage. These varieties grow well in the 
durum area and remove much of the risk growers take. Unless the 
grower is offered an incentive to plant durum, he can take the easy 
way and plant these varieties of spring wheat. 

The following facts are presented for your consideration: 


DURUM WHEAT—WHAT IT IS 


Durum isa specialty crop. It is one of the hardest of the hard spring 
wheats, and has a quality of gluten which seems especially adapted 
for the manufacture of macaroni and noodle products, enabling these 
products to hold their shapes in their formation, in processing, and 
while they are being cooked. 


DURUM BACKGROUND AND HISTORY 


Durum was first imported into the United States in 1864, but did 
not become established. It was imported again in 1898 by Russian 
immigrants who brought it to North Dakota. Dr. Mark A. Carleton, 
of the United States Department of Agriculture, imported quantities 
of Kubanka, a variety of durum wheat from the Russian steppes, 


believing that it would be particularly suited to arid areas in the 
United States. Kubanka was distributed by the Department of Agri- 
culture up until about 1909 and is still grown by a few farmers in the 
Dakotas. 

Prior to 1900, the macaroni industry was largely an Italian enter- 
prise. Durum wheat probably began to arrive at the Minneapolis 
terminal market about 1902 or 1903. Durum milling in time became a 
specialty of certain mills because durum wheat required a somewhat 
different milling procedure than bread wheat. The Milnor Milling 
Co., of Milnor, N . Dak., probably milled the first durum flour in 1900 
for the domestic use of Russian immigrants. The Oakes Milling Co., 
of Oakes, N. Dak., ground their first durum granulars for export to 
Finland, Estonia, and Sweden in 1901. This mill sold its first do- 
mestic durum granulars to the Minnesota Macaroni Co., of St. Paul, 
in 1902. 

Durum was first ground in bread-wheat mills after necessary ad- 
justments were made to properly mill durum, these adjustments being 
necessary because durum is hard and flinty. The Oakes Milling Co. 
built a durum mill of 350-barrel capacity, which began the production 
of semolina (the middling of durum wheat with a maximum content of 
3 percent flour) in June 1906. Crookston Milling Co., and the La- 
Moure Milling Co., were advertising durum flour in 1905 in the North- 
western Miller, a milling-trade publication. Today there are seven 
mills which grind durum. 





24 DURUM WHEAT 


MACARONI INDUSTRY'S USE OF DURUM 


The first macaroni processor in the United States was A. Zerega & 
Sons, in Brooklyn, N. Y., who began operations in 1849. Macaroni 
srocessing is reported to have begun in Minneapolis in 1888, and in St. 
Paul by the Minnesota Macaroni Co., in 1892. Early processors used 
hard-wheat farina because durum flour or semolina was not available 
before 1900. 

The macaroni industry has become permanently established in the 
last 50 years. It was a minor industry in this country prior to World 
War I when citizens were just beginning to realize macaroni products 
were a desirable and wholesome food. Previously, there had been 
considerable quantities of macaroni products imported, but, with the 
outbreak of the war, Italian imports ceased and the domestic industry 
stepped in to fill the gap. Consumption has been increasing from an 
annual use of 12 million bushels in the late 1920's to about 25 million 
bushels annual consumption by 1952. For statistics on durum supply 
and distribution see exhibits I and II. 

Macaroni processors use 99 percent of the durum crop, fit for milling, 
with puffed-wheat processors taking between 1 million and 2 million 
aplels of the crop annually for manufacturing breakfast cereal. 
This gives durum growers a permanent market for quality durum. 
Peak production was reached in 1928 when 6,700,000 acres were har- 
vested. For acreage and production figures 1935 through 1956, see 
exhibit III. Exports of durum practically ceased by 1930, and do- 
mestic consumption did not justify a continued large acreage. How- 
ever, increased demand through the years and following World War 
II caused acreage and production to be increased amounting to 3,- 
278,000 acres planted in 1948, yielding 45,829,000 bushels. Acreage 
was increased again in 1949 to 3,767,000 acres, but production fell to 
39,503,000 bushels and has continued on a downward trend since that 
time until 1956. These figures include Red Durum as well as lower 
grades of Amber Durum which are not well suited for the making 
of macaroni products. Such wheat is sold for livestock feed. 

The short 1953 durum crop of 13,883,000 bushels forced the macaroni 
processor to use other winter or spring wheat farina in the mix to 
stretch the semolina supply. However, there is no substitute for 
durum quality. Macaroni processors have demonstrated this fact 
by the high prices durum mills have paid for durum over the past 4 
years. Durum prices for the past 4 years are given in exhibit IV. 

Virtually every producer in the United States, Canada, France, Eng- 
land, Italy, and other European countries who produces quality prod- 
ucts demands products of durum wheat to make quality macaroni and 
noodle products. 


THE DECLINE OF DURUM PRODUCTION 


Two reasons account for the decline in durum acreage in recent 
years: a new variety of stem rust called 15B appeared in 1950 and 
severely attacked durum, which prior to that time had been considered 
one of the most hardy and disease-resistant types of grain. The sec- 
ond reason was unfavorable weather conditions which struck at har- 
vest time in 1951 and caused severe weathering, sprout damage, and 
mold to the grain in the field that could not be brought under shelter. 
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Cold, wet weather at planting time in the spring of 1953 and again in 
1954 made the crops 1n those years vulnerable to severe attacks from 
rust 15B. Durums are later to head and ripen than bread wheats and 
are therefore more vulnerable to stem-rust damage. 

Durums have had capacity for higher yields than the hard Red 
Spring wheats in the durum area. Over a ‘period of years when race 

15B was not a factor, the two leading varieties of durum, Mindum 
a Stewart, grown at Lan xdon, N. Dak., in the durum area, have 
averaged about 10 percent higher yields. The durums have shown a 
similar” yield advantage at Minot, N. Dak. The advantage in yield 
for durums at Fargo has been about 7 percent and at Edgely, N. Dak., 
about 2 percent over the hard spring varieties. But this adv antage 
in larger yield is lost when varieties that lack rust resistance are at- 
tacked by 15B. It may also be lost with the introduction of the new 
Lee and Selkirk varieties of hard wheat with rust resistance and large 
yields. 

EFFORTS TO HALT THE DECLINE 


Because of the macaroni and noodle manufacturers’ interest in 
durum, their trade association, the National Macaroni Manufacturers 
Association, has maintained a durum relations program for many 
years. This program includes advertising at planting time in the 
spring of the year in newspapers of the durum area, urging growers 
to plant the best durum varieties available. Exhibit V lists association 
advertising in the durum area. 

The association participates in the North Dakota State Durum 
Show and in the International Grain and Hay Show held annually 
in Chicago, awarding a plaque to the best entry of durum wheat in an 
effort of | give recognition and encouragement to the growers. 

Memberships by “the National Macaroni Manufacturers Association 
are maintained in the Northwest Crop Improvement \ssociation, the 
Greater North Dakota Association, and the Rust Prevention Asso- 
ciation. 

The Northwest Crop Improvement Association has its executive 
secretary, Henry O. Putnam, do extensive fieldwork in the durum 
area. 

The Greater North Dakota Association promotes interest in durum 
and better growing practices by its sponsorship of shows and clinics. 

The Rust Prevention Association has worked for m: iny years on the 
eradication of barberry bushes as the host of stem-rust spores. 

In January 1954, Donald G. Fletcher, executive secretary of the 
Rust Prevention Association, presented a proposal to the durum mil- 
Jers and the National Macaroni Manufacturers Association that they 
jointly sponsor a plant breeding program for the development of rust 
resistant varieties of durum in cooperation with the Rockefeller 
Foundation in Mexico and the Departments of Agriculture in Mexico, 
United States,and Canada. A 3-year program was set up and success- 
fully produced four new durum varieties resistant to 15B stem rust: 
Langdon, Towner, Ramsey, and Yuma. 

In the fall of 1954 the State of North Dakota and the durum 
millers underwrote a $100,000 project to send 50 bushels each of these 
4 varieties of durum that held promising prospects for rust resistance 
to Arizona and Mexico for winter increase. The project was success- 
ful, and enough grain has been produced to plant the entire 1957 
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crop to these varieties and thereby minimize greatly the chances of 
attack by 15B rust. 

In addition to the activities of these organizations, the Nationa! 
Macaroni Manufacturers Association has given grants for reasearch 
to the North Dakota Agricultural College for work on durum. 


THE PRESENT EMERGENCY 


When the macaroni-noodle manufacturing industry became aware 
in July of 1953 that the promising durum crop was going to be severely 
brie: fi by rust damage, an industry meeting was called in Chicago 
of all of the macaroni manufacturers in the country, and the durum 
millers to discuss what might be done. From this meeting came plans 
for increased research to develop rust resistant varieties of durum, 
and a general consensus of opinion that the available durum should 
be blended at the mills with other hard spring wheats to provide the 
industry and the consuming public with a uniform product through- 
out the crop year. Consequently, semolina, as such, went off the 
market and a blend of 50 percent durum wheat with 50 percent hard 
spring wheat became the best product available. 

This situation did not go unnoticed in the world markets. Imports 
of finished macaroni products from abroad began to increase, and the 
industry was approached by grain importers in the spring of 1954 
with the proposition that durum wheat from abroad was available to 
this country, and an exchange of surplus varieties of wheat held by the 
United States would be accepted in payment, with the difference in 
market value made up in dollars. 

The durum millers preferred to wait to see what the 1954 crop 
would produce before they would make any commitments to attempt to 
get imported grain. 

Wet weather again delayed planting of durum in the spring of 1954, 
and with the delay the rust devastation made the crop failure of durum 
the worst in recorded history. 

An industry meeting was called again for macaroni-noodle manu- 
facturers and durum millers to determine what should be done. At 
the time of the meeting in mid-August 1954, the prospects were for a 
10 to 12 million bushel crop, and the millers felt that the stand- 
ard of 50 percent durum and 50 percent hard spring wheat could be 
maintained until at least the 1st of January 1955, or until further 
information on the crop was available. Within 3 weeks of the meet- 
ing, the crop worsened so that the prospect was less than 8 million 
bushels, and several mills withdrew their offers of 50-50 blends from 
the market and offered only blends of 25 percent durum with 75 per- 
cent hard spring wheat. The final crop report issued by the United 
States Department of Agriculture in December 1955, set total durum 
production at only 5,148,000 bushels. 

Macaroni manufacturers tried all kinds of innovations to meet the 
situation. They tested optional ingredients such as gum gluten and 
egg whites to fortify and strengthen the spring wheats being used 
other than durum. Vacuum presses were introduced to consolidate 
the dough mass by the elimination of air bubbles and improve tex- 
ture and color of macaroni. And, as mentioned before, the industry 
contributed to research work for the improvement of durum varieties 
and to develop rust resistance. 
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THE NEED FOR DURUM 


There was considerable concern on the part of many manufacturers 
over the extent of imported macaroni and noodle products com- 
ing into this country. ese were made of 100 percent durum and sold 
at prices below those quoted by domestic manufacturers for macaroni 
made of 25 percent durum and 75 hard wheat. 

For the past several years the priceof durum wheat in this country 
has been substantially higher than other wheats, yet macaroni manu- 
facturers bought durum wheat products. 

The durum grower was concerned about losing his market for durum 
wheat. The durum miller similarly lost sales because of the r 
quality of durum he had to offer and the small amount available in 
the mixtures on the market. 

The macaroni industry was most concerned that it would lose con- 
sumer acceptance that has been developed for the past several years by 
the use of high quality durum products and combined with the ag- 
gressive industry promotional program. The increase in the con- 
sumption of macaroni and noodle products has been parallel with 
the increased use of durum wheat products. See exhibits VI and VIt 
on macaroni production and durum use. 

Since 1948 a majority of macaroni and noodle manufacturers have 
been contributing to a product promotional fund to publicize macaroni, 
spaghetti, and egg noodles in newspapers, magazines, radio, and tele- 
vision, and substantial headway was being made by this program to 
pick up the slack in productive facilities that became available with 
the loss of the export market in 1948. 

During the past 4 years there has been more mention of macaroni, 
spaghetti and egg noodles in every type of media than the industry 
has ever had before. Cooperative advertising and merchandising has 
come from such groups as American Dairy Association, the American 
Meat Institute, the Tuna Research Foundation, Can Manufacturers 
Institute, salmon packers, evaporated milk canners, cheese processors, 
and other related item processors. Had there not been this aggressive 
advertising and sales effort, the drop in consumer acceptance of 
macaroni products would have been more sharp, many leaders in the 
industry feel. 

Therefore, to protect the American consumer, the macaroni-noodle 
manufacturer, the durum miller, and the durum grower, we respect- 
fully request that special legislation be enacted and supported to en- 
courage durum growers to produce an adequate crop to meet domestic 
and export demand and to provide for a normal carryover as insurance 
against the recurrence of another shortage. 
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Exnursit I.—Durum supply 






























































Source: U. 


(In thousands of bushels] 
Year July 1 | Produc-| Im- Total Year July 1 | Produe- | Im- Total 
stocks tion | ports | supply stocks tion ports | supply 
bedi hndachdbiindchc - SESS ETE danke ial et Ald lla 
1935-36_... 5, 059 24, 641 3, 810 33, 510 || 1946-47___- 4, 923 36, 308 350 41, 581 
1936-37 ___. 6, 769 8,871 | 9,293 24,933 || 1047-48.... 8, 907 44, 912 0 58, 819 
1937-38 __ _. 3, 433 28, 688 | 50 32,171 || 1948-49____ 10, 299 45, 829 0 56, 128 
1938-39___. 5,217 41,201 | 0 46,418 || 1949-50____ 18, 086 39, 503 0 57, 539 
1939-40 __ __| 18, 002 33, 044 | 0 51,046 || 1950-51___. 24, 958 37, 948 | 56 62, 962 
1940-41 ___- 19, 216 32, 942 0 52,158 || 1951-52_._- 23, 624 35, 492 | 385 59, 501 
1941-42. ___ 24, 940 41, 403 | 0 66, 343 || 1952-53... 15, 014 23,097 | 158 38, 269 
1942-43. ___ 34, 256 41, 836 469 76, 561 || 1953-54____| 6,842 | 13, 883 | 36 20, 761 
1943-44. __ | 26, 931 34, 265 2, 867 64,063 || 1954-55. __- 4, 861 5, 148 | 0 10, 009 
1944-45____ 14, 291 30, 328 | 4, 350 48,969 || 1955-56___.! 1,714 19, 580 | 0 | 21, 294 
1945-46.__.| 8,136 | 33,281 | 1,537 42,954 || 1956-57....| 1,969 | 39, 607 | 0 41, 576 
| | | i | 
Source: U, S. Department of Agriculture Semiannual Durum Reports. 
Exursit II.—Durum distribution 
{In thousands of bushels] 
Feed | Total | Feed Total 
Year Mill and Seed | Ex- | disap- Year Mill and Seed | Ex- disap- 
grind | other | ports | pear- || grind | other | ports pear- 
use | ance || | use a ance 
1 } | 
< wart ot tre ye ed Le 
1935-36_..| 15, 723 5, 816 | 5, 202 0 26, 741 1946-47... 21, 365 6, 226 | 4, 162 921 32, 674 
1936-37...| 12,052 4,761 | 4, 687 | 0 21, 500 1947-48.._| 28, 179 2,319 | 4,581 | 8,441 43, 520 
1937-38...| 13,630 | 7,786 | 5,538 0 | 26,954 || 1948-49 _| 21,684 | 8.606 | 5,263 | 2,537) 38,092 
1938-39...| 14,821 7, 222 | 4,608 | 1,765 28, 416 1940-50... 21, 630 | 5,741 | 4,085 | 1, 125 32, 581 
1939-40__./ 15,423 | 10,946 | 4,951 510 | 31,830 || 1950-51...) 23,336 | 2,929 | 3,610 9, 620 39, 495 
1940-41_._| 16, 499 6,805 | 3,614 | 300 27,218 |} 1951-52_. .| 25, 533 1, 213 | 3,218 14, 536 44, 500 
1941-42...| 18, 961 9,079 | 2,998 | 1,049 32, 087 1952-53... --| 23, 668 | 1, 744 | 2,940 3, 075 31, 427 
1942-43 __- 23, 880 | 22,774 | 2,976 0 49, 630 |} 1953-54...) 11,915 1, 788 | 2,165 41 15, 909 
1943-44__| 20,409 | 26,432 | 2,931 | 0 | 49,772 || 1954-55...| 5,862 | 579 | 1,858 0} 8,299 
1944—45...! 26,031 | 11,976 | 2,826 | 0 40,833 || 1955-56...| 8,477 | 4,574 | 2,537 239 | 15, 827 
1945-46... | 22; 243 12, 306 | 3, 482 0} 38,031 1956-57... |! 17, 340 | 14,000 |'3, 000 |'2 10,650 \1 34) 990 
; | | | 
1 Estimated. 
2 To Jan. 10, 1957. 
Exuuisit III.—Durum acreage and production 
[Units in thousands] 
| Yield | | | | Yield 
Year Acreage | Production’ bushels | Year Acreage | Production! bushels 
peracre | | per acre 
ome eee jenn eemeeneaee | piangeenteneneaenaenpenete | | apenas anfermenmengrene | pamsdnerenandape gman | peeuibommaptnieemmape | qt pnee putea 
| | | 
19B5...-22--| 2, 428 | 24, 641 | 10.14 || 1946....-_--__| 2, 493 | 36, 308 | 14. 56 
-a..1.-... 3, 555 8,871 | 2.49 || 1947._....-... 2975 | 44,912 | 15.09 
pee | 3, 214 28, 688 8.92 || 1048........_. 3, 278 | 45, 829 14. 98 
Bi owiares 3, 793 41, 201 | 10.86 |; 1949......._-- | 3, 767 | 39, 508 10. 48 
1939__ 3, 128 | 33, 044 10. 56 || 1950_.-......-| 2,918 | 37, 948 13. 00 
1940..........| 3,371 | 32, 942 | 9.77 |} 1951-...-.-.-. 2,586 | 35, 492 13.72 
1941__ 2, 598 41, 403 15.93 |} 1062.......... 2, 296 | 23, 097 | 10. 05 
1942_. | 2, 155 | 41, 836 | 19. 41 } WR i iid.. 1, 865 | 13, 883 6.95 
1943... 2, 136 34, 265 | 16.04 || 1954_.. 1, 327 | 5, 148 4.18 
1944... 2, 099 | 30, 328 14.44 || 1955_. 1,348 | 19, 580 14. 50 
Pe ideaente det 2, 026 | 33, 281 16. 22 1956.........- | 2, 379 | 39, 607 | 16. 60 


S. Department of Agriculture. 
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Exuisit IV.—Cash prices for durum and spring wheat—M inneapolis 





























(Price per bushe]] 
l 
Week | No.2Hard|No.1Dark|} Week | No.2Hard | No. 1 Dark Week | No.2 Hard |No.1 Dark 
of— Amber | Northern of— | Amber Northern of—- | Amber | Northern 
Durum Spring Durum Spring || Durum Spring 
Px ! Rees -— TES — tn _ fet h <pel Seema Cees 
1953 | 1964— | 1956— 
Jan. 7 $3.01 | $2.37 || Con. | Con. 
14 3.06 | 2.38 || May 20 | 1 $3.10 | $2.30 || Sept. 20 $3. 05 | $2. 43 
21 2.99 | 2.37 || 27 | 3.10 | 2.29 27 | 3.00 | 2. 46 
28 2. 98 | 2.37 || June 3 | 3.10 | 2. 28 Oct. 4 3. 00 2. 43 
Feb. 4 2.97 2.37 || 10 3.10 | 2. 30 || 11 3.00 | 2. 43 
11 | 2. 92 | 2. 34 || 17 | 3.15 | 12. 23 |} i8 3.05 2. 42 
18 | 2. 96 2. 39 || 24 | 3.35 | 2.27 || 25 3.00 | 2. 44 
25 | 2. 95 | 2.39 || July 1) 3. 50 | 2.31 || Nov. 1 2.90 | 2.44 
Mar. 5 3.00 | 2. 37 || 8 | 3. 62 | 2. 36 5 2.95 2.45 
11 3.13 | 2. 39 || 15 | 3.72 | 2.35 || 15 2. 90 | 2.38 
18 3. 06 | 2. 41 || 22 | 3.85 | 2.34 21 2. 85 2. 37 
25 3.03 | 2. 39 29 3.91 | 2. 34 || 29 2.85 | 2. 35 
Apr. 1 2. 90 | 2.35 || Aug. 5 3.91 | 2.41 || Dec. 6 2.90 | 2. 37 
8 2.95 | 2. 39 | 12 | 3.91 | 2.39 || 13 2. 85 | 2.33 
15 2. 96 | 2. 39 | 19 3.91 | 2. 38 || 20 2. 85 2. 34 
22 | 2.96 | 2. 38 | 26 | 3. 96 | 2. 43 |) 27 12. 80 | 2.32 
29 2. 97 | 2.39 || Sept. 2 | 4.31 | 2.49 || 1956 
May 6 2. 98 | 2. 40 9 4.35 | 2.55 || Jan. 5 2 2. 85 | 2. 32 
13 3.01 | 2.39 16 | 4.35 | 2. 57 | 12 2. 82 2.33 
20 2.90 | 2. 36 | 23 | 4.35 2. 54 || 19 2. 82 | 2. 33 
27 2. 93 | 2. 40 || 30 4.35 2. 58 | 26 2.77 | 2.33 
June 3 | 2. 86 | 2.39 || Oct. 7 | 4. 40 | 2.62 || Feb. 2 2.70 2. 34 
10 | 2. 89 2. 38 | 14 | 4.40 | 2. 54 || 9 2.75 2.34 
17 2.79 2. 28 | 21 4.40 | 2.55 || 16 2.75 | 2.33 
24 | 2.79 2. 30 | 28 4.45 2. 56 || 23 2.72 | 2.35 
July 1 12,70 | 2.14 || Nov. 4 | 24.55 | 2.47 || Mar. 1 2.70 | 2.32 
8 | 2.81 | 2. 26 | 10 | 4.55 2.51 | 8 2.70 | 2.31 
15 | 2.88 | 2. 30 || 18 | 4.45 2 2. 96 | 15 | 2.73 | 2.31 
22 | 3. 06 | 2. 20 | 25 4. 25 2.91 22 2.70 2. 33 
29 3.00 | 2.18 || Dec. 2 | 4. 25 2.93 | 29 2.70 | 2.34 
Aug. 5 3.15 | 2. 34 | 10 | 4.25 | 2,94 || Apr. 5 2. 70 | 22.39 
12 | 3. 50 | 2.10 | 16 | 4. 20 | 2.87 | 12 2.70 | 2.39 
19 3.40 | 12.05 | 22 | 3. 90 2. 86 | 19 | 2.70 | 2.39 
26 3. 50 | 2.17 |} 1965 | 1] 26 3.73 2. 38 
Sept. 2 3. 42 | 2.24 || Jan. 5 3.90 | 2.53 |} May 3 2.72 | 2. 36 
9 3. 52 | 2.31 || 12 4.15 | 2. 57 || 10 2.73 | 2. 34 
16 | 3. 65 2. 32 || 19 2 4.50 | 2. 54 |] 17 2.73 | 2. 35 
23 3.67 | 2.31 || 26 | 4. 25 | 2.58 24 2.73 | 2. 30 
30 3. 67 | 2.32 || Feb. 2 4.35 2. 53 || 31 2.73 | 2. 27 
Oct. 7} 3. 67 2. 29 || 9 4.35 | 2.52 || June 7 2.75 | 2. 30 
14 | 3.67 | 2. 34 16 | 4.15 2. 58 | 14 2. 63 2. 32 
21 3.75 2. 38 || 2 4.00 2. 58 || 21 2. 63 2. 30 
28 | 3. 85 2.34 || Mar. 1 4.00 | 2 2. 60 | 28 2. 63 2. 30 
Nov. 4| 3.70 | 2. 36 |} s 4. 00 2.60 || July 6 2. 65 | 2. 37 
10 | 3. 80 | 2. 40 || 15 4.00 2. 58 || 13 2. 65 | 2. 37 
18 3. 65 2. 75 || 22 4. 00 2. 56 || 20 2. 67 2.39 
25 3. 67 2. 75 || 29 4.00 2. 57 || 27 2. 68 | 2. 34 
Dec. 2] 3. 67 | 2.72 |} Apr. 5 4. 00 2.47 |} Aug. 2 2. 65 2. 33 
10 | 3.75 | 2.71 || 12 | 3.90 2. 49 | 9 2. 65 2. 35 
16 23.87 | 2. 64 || 19 | 3.90 2. 55 || 16 2. 65 12.24 
2 | 3. 82 | 2. 66 26 3. 90 2. 54 || 23 2.61 | 2. 24 
1954 | | | May 3 3.90 2.51 30 2. 59 | 2. 26 
Jan. 7} 3.78 | 2. 39 || 10 | 3. 90 2.58 || Sept. 6 2. 57 2. 29 
14 | 3.83 | 2.37 |} 17 | 3.90 | 2. 54 || 13 2. 59 | 2.27 
21 | 3.85 2.39 || 24 3.90 | 2. 58 || 20 2. 56 2. 29 
28 | 3.85 2. 40 |) 31 3. 90 | 2. 49 |) 27 1 2. 56 | 2. 27 
Feb. 4 | 3. 92 | 2.40 || June 7 | 3. 90 2.50 || Oct. 4 2. 56 | 2. 25 
11 3.26 | 2. 42 || 14 4. 00 2. 52 || iP 2. 57 | 2.25 
18 3.71 | 2. 43 || 21 3. 65 | 2.51 || 18 2. 60 | 2.27 
25 3.61 | 2. 42 |} 28 | 3. 65 | 2. 53 || 25 2. 58 | 2. 29 
Mar. 5 3. 56 | 2.40 || July 6 | 3. 65 | 2.50 || Nov. 1 2. 66 2.30 
11 | 3. 46 2.39 || 13 3. 65 2.52 s 2. 66 2. 34 
18 | 3. 83 | 2. 40 20 | 3. 65 2. 37 | 15 2. 66 2. 37 
25 | 3. 65 2.39 27 3. 65 2. 37 || 21 2.78 | 2. 36 
Apr. 1] 3.62 | 2.38 || Aug. 2 | 3. 50 | 2. 32 || 29 2.71 2. 36 
8 | 3. 62 | 2.39 || 9 3.25 12.26 || Dec. 6 2.72 | 2.31 
15 | 3.62 | 2.33 || 16 3. 20 2. 29 | 13 2. 69 2.36 
22 | 3. 57 | 2.37 23 | 3.05 2. 31 || 20 2.71 | 2. 34 
2 3.48 2. 38 30 3. 05 2.35 | 27 2. 69 2. 35 
May 6/ 3.33 2.34 || Sept. 6 3.05 2. 39 || 
13 | 3.23 | 2. 34 || 13 | 3.05 2. 41 || 
1 Low. 
2 High, 


Source: U, 8. Department of Agriculture Grain Market News. 
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Exuisit V.—National Macaroni Manufacturers Association advertising sched- 
ules in Montana, North and South Dakota weeklies, Dakota Farmer and 
Valley Farmer 


1950 Profit the Most . . . by Growing the Best Durum 

1951 More Durum Means More Money ... for You 

1952 Grow the Best Durum 

1953 Now Is the Time To Grow Durum 

1954 Grow Durum, Grow Durum, Grow Durum 

1955 Wanted—40,000,000 Bushels of Durum 

1956 Protect Your Durum Market—This Is the Crucial Year 


Exurpir VI.—Macaroni consumption 


[Figures in thousands of pounds] 

















Year Macaroni | Macaroni | American Per Macaroni 
produced exported | consumption | capita | imported 
(eS er Te eee a ee 
gS ae a -| 658, 283 3, 048 | €56, 931 | 5.1 1, 696 
wes < os . . 677, 614 3, 130 675, 648 | 5.2 | 1, 164 
1939... . . peas 684, 390 4, 423 681, 044 | 5.2 1,077 
RE as 6 oe<ccs. ‘ ; Jae] 623, 405 3, 590 | 620, 690 | 4.7 875 
Dic kvcadensrdea kee . 725, 047 3,710 721, 939 | 5.4 602 
Mes site ees 860, 570 2, 626 | 857, 977 | 6.4 | 33 
CC, = ; .| 982, 540 | 3, 296 | 979, 400 | 7.2 15t 
Phones doen dtore si ae 819, 913 | 11,119 808, 979 5.9 185 
SE eee a 1, 069, 275 12, 556 1, 057, 004 7.5 | 235 
Sid ac dkiekine nie psamecae be tegent 1, 107, 221 | 73 | 1, 035, 610 | 7.3 | 497 
open ad : paeeet 931, 710 534 | 857, 869 6.0 793 
ince e 1, 139, 747 32 | 916, 732 | 6.2 717 
BE Chnweshinasatea daieh 955, 436 a 932, 925 | 6.3 689 
ES dihce cntigi teow hen tral 957, 469 , 826 | 949, 505 6.3 862 
Pe iiiitrsbocatnlio me nthe cisall 1, 046, 236 4, 750 | 1, 042, 467 | 6.8 981 
isiiceaderaet wena----] 1,067, 242 | 6,150 | 1, 063, 841 | 6.8 | 2, 749 
ee ee Sunnie 1, 027, 941 6, 512 | 1, 023, 772 | 6.4 | 2, 343 
Shad acl dupaaieecuioneRhabuaiel | 1, 040, 815 | 5, 589 | 1, 039, 866 | 6.4 4, 640 
Pe ichinusnekineiintonivkunaaaacain | 1, 042, 170 | 5, 285 | 1, 042, 147 | 6.3 5, 262 
Bite ncwtutini-anstiminheeecmand | 11,081, 000 | 1 5, 000 1 1, 081, 000 16.4 | 1 5, 000 
! | | | 
! Estimated. 
Source: Glenn G. Hoskins Co. production index and U. S. Department of Commerce figures, 
Exureit VII.—Macaroni production and durum use 
(Figures in thousands of pounds] 
| Semolina | Semo- | Semolina i} | Semolina | Semo- | Semolina | 
Year | and du- |linaex-| anddu- | Macaroni||} Year | anddu- |linaex-| anddu- | Macaroni 
| rum flour | ported | rum flour | produced || rum flour | ported | rum flour | produced 
ground | | used | ground | | used 
| | | | 
1937.....| 481,077 2,291 | 478,786 | 658,283 || 1947_._..| 1,056,474 | 36,706 | 1,019,768 | 931,710 
1938. ---| 607, 154 2,686 | 604,468 | 677,614 || 1948_____| 1, 136,720 | 22,027 | 1,114,693 | 1, 139, 747 
1939_ 5 664, 954 3, 979 660,975 | 684,390 || 1949_ | 953, 278 | 3, 888 949,390 | 955, 436 
1940.....| 630, 680 2, 776 627, 904 623, 405 || 1950. -| 957,262 | 5,788 951, 474 957, 469 
19Ghs.... 742, 330 1, 681 740,649 | 725,047 1951.....| 1,048,234 | 4,271 | 1,043, 963 | 1, 046, 236 
1042...... 875, 415 3, 131 872, 284 860, 570 || 1952.__..| 1,063,817 | 6,602 | 1,057,215 | 1,067, 242 
| 1,026,096 | 52,848 | 973, 248 982, 540 || 1953.....| 909,124 | 4,739 | 904,385 | 1,027, 941 
a 932,802 | 71,523 | 861,279 819,913 || 1954.....| 779,956 | 5,005 774, 861 | 1,040, 815 
1945__.._| 1,115,367 | 21,134 | 1,094, 233 | 1,069, 275 1955. .... | 688, 299 12, 501 675,798 | 1,042, 170 
1946__. 952,937 | 11,880 941, 057 | 1, 107, 221 1956._...| 1,076, 142 Q) | () | 1,081, 000 





1 Not available. 
Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture reports and Glenn G. Hoskins Co, index. 


Mr. Green. Our association convention last week passed a unani- 
mous resolution that this legislation be supported. Durum has been 
pointed out as a special wheat that is used almost entirely for the 
manufacture of our products, macaroni, spaghetti, and egg noodles. 

1956 was the first normal crop in 5 years, totaling 39,607,000 bushels, 
and we feel that it was not excessive in view of the 10-year average 
prior to that which was 38 million bushels, or prior to the time the 
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15b rust came into the picture. We had an average mill grind prior 
to this rust epidemic that ran about 24 million bushels per year which 
was, in turn, converted into food. And during that period we have 
had a normal carryover that ranged around 15 million bushels. So 
with the present carryover indicated of nine, we are scared, frankly, 
that there is not going to be enough, and we think an incentive is needed 
to insure adequate supplies for the coming year. 

I pointed out the history of the industry and our use of durum and 
I am going to —_ that because you can see it. 

Let me just make this point: The industry is an old one. It started 
back in 1849, commercially, but within the last 50 years, it has really 
become of age. 

We got our firm foothold in the American market when the Italian 
imports were cut off after the First World War. At that time, we 
used about 12 million bushels of durum a year to produce enough 
product for per capita consumption of around 4 pounds. Between 
the time of the First World War and the Second World War we had 
imcreased that up to this 25 million bushels and consumption was 
running around 6 to 614 pounds per person. We think with the same 
availability of quality raw material, we could very well get a consump- 
tion in this country of 10 pounds per person, which would again double 
the requirements that we have now. So we think we are on an upward 
trend, which is in contrast to the experience of some other cereal foods. 

So the point I am trying to make is that this is a specialty product 
in the cereal field made from a special wheat. 

Now, in 1953, when the shortage was most oppressive, there were 
only 13 million bushels produced and our industry was forced to go 
toa mixture of 50 percent bread wheats with 50 percent durum. That 
was the best product we could put out because there just was not 
enough durum to go around. At that time, imports from Italy pri- 
marily started coming in very heavily on the eastern seaboard. We 
were also approached by exporters of durum wheat in north Africa 
and Syria, who came in with the proposition that they would gladly 
take extra wheat that we had in surplus supply in exchange for durum, 
plus the difference in market value in dobiers, if we could make such 
an arrangement. We did not take that deal, we did not pursue it, 
although at the time we had serious ideas of doing so because the 
durum millers told us “let’s wait and see what the 1954 crop does.” 

So we waited for the 1954 crop, and that was the worst crop failure 
in history. We got only 5 million bushels that year. So from a 50-50 
mix we were down to mix of 25 percent durum to 75 percent hard 
wheat. and our consumption started falling off and our manufacturers 
had a serious loss of business. 

Now, in our efforts to halt this decline, as an association, we have 
worked collectively with other organizations in Government in spend- 
ing money for research to develop these rust-resistant varieties, help 
the program of winter increase to get the supply of rust-resistant 
wheat that we now have. During the same period of time, we have 
tried to tell the growers our story and to be consistent in that each 
spring we have advertised in the durum area as to what our require- 
ments were. 

In the spring of 1955 we asked them to plant 40 million bushels of 
durum. With the grind of 25 million plus requirements for seed, 
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putled wheat, which takes 1 to 2 million bushels a year, and other 
users, it would require a crop that large. Last year we pointed out 
to them that it was a critical time. We urged them to plant and take 
advantage of the 2 for 1 program because we were in danger of losing 
the consumer franchise and they, in turn, were in danger of losing 
their market. We got the first normal crop because of the favorable 
conditions, which has been explained to you. 

We are fearful that even with this 1 for 1 legislation we are going 
to be in short supply. With a million apologies to Representative 
Krueger, who indicated that perhaps the production might be the 
same as it was a year ago, under the 2 for 1 legislation, we feel that 
even with the same compliance you are taking 1 acre away so there 
is bound to be a third cut. If Montana is out of the picture, we have 
lost half of this year’s crop, which is the first normal crop we have 
had. So, we are right back to where we started 5 years ago, with a 
substitution thrust upon us, and we just cannot change a product from 
day to day and keep consumers happy. They won’t buy it; they will 
buy the imported macaroni or they won’t buy macaroni at all. 

I have tried to tabulate in these statistics what the supply and 
distribution picture is to indicate that a 40 million bushel crop would 
not be an excessive one. We think that is one that is a normal supply. 

I have letters that I would like to put on record from the mills that 
indicate that they could readily supply the industry with 25 million 
bushel grind each year if there was enough durum in supply—that 
the industry will take that. I also have some letters that I would like 
to put on record from processors indicating that if durum is not in 
adequate supply they will suffer seriously from a loss of business. 

Mr. Arnerr. Do you want to insert those after your remarks? 

Mr. Green. I would hike to very much. 

Mr. Atsert. Without objection, it may be done. 

Mr. Green. That is pretty much our story. 

We know durum is the only type of wheat that will make a quality 
macaroni because it has a type of gluten that you do not find in bread 
wheat. The quality of gluten in durum wheat which makes it known 
throughout the trade as macaroni wheat is such that it will hold its 
shape when the dough is forced through the die. It will hold its shape 
in processing when the dough is spread over the rods for dehydration. 
and it holds its shape when the consumer is cooking it in the boiling 
water in preparation for serving it as food. Other wheats just do 
not do it, and mixtures do not do it. 

So you can make a macaroni form out of any type of cereal product. 
In Japan, I understand, they make it out of rice flour, but it is not 
quality merchandise and the consumer will not take it over a long 
period of time. 

We sincerely urge that this legislation be passed in order to give 
the industry an adequate supply of quality material so that we can 
serve the consuming public. 

Mr. Aveert. Thank you, Mr. Green, for your very informative 
statement. While it is on my mind, there is just one question that 
Ihave. The only objection, as I understand it, that could come from 
the Department on this matter would be the question of excessive 
production, would it not? 

Mr. Green. That is right. 
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Mr. Avsert. Could a carryover of, say, 15 million or 20 million 
bushels, in view of the fact this is legislation for 1 year, possibly 
injure the program in the long run ¢ 

Mr. Green. We do not think so. I have tabulated in these statistics 
that I have submitted the weekly price of durum wheat as compared 
to No. 1 Dark Northern Spring, which is the competitive product. 
These figures are taken from the weekly Government report on cash 
grain markets, and there has always been a premium for durum. The 
industry wants it and pays a premium to get this type of wheat. In 
the past years, historically, prior to the rust situation, 15 million 
bushels was considered a normal carryover. Here we are faced with 
nine or possibly less. We have got more exports going out this year 
than we had before. 

Mr. Ausert. How long will it maintain its quality ? 

Mr. Green. Will the wheat maintain its quality in storage? 

Mr. Axpert. Yes. 

Mr. Green. I do not know that storage affects the quality at all. 
I cannot tell you. I am not an expert on that. We buy the mill 
products from the miller. We do not buy the wheat. 

Mr. Apert. Thank you. Any other questions ? 

Mr. Bass. I would like to ask one or two, just very briefly. 

You state that supply is lower than it has been several years, from 
15 million down to 9 million. I notice in January 1955 you had a 
high price’ you were paying $4.50 a bushel ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bass. Even in the face of decreasing supplies, I notice that the 
price has gone down to a low in September 1956 of $2.56 a bushel. 
Now, how can you account for that? 

Mr. Green. The higher figure of $4.55 in November of 1954 occurred 
right after the crop failure when only 5 million bushels came in. It 
was caused entirely by that shortage, the lowest period in history. In 
1955 we had a 19 million crop and this year we had a 39 million. So 
that high price was at the low point of production. It has come up 
in the last 2 years. 

Mr. Bass. Well, in other words, it appears to me that as the supply 
increases, and should we increase the acreage of durum wheat, we are, 
in effect, forcing the price down? 

Mr. Green. Well, there are two considerations here: When a prod- 
uct is not available, the price becomes high, but it does not do anybody 
any good because you cannot buy it. The limited amount that was 
there was available at $4 a bushel and it was taken at that price. But 
when it came back in adequate supply it got back down to the normal 
relationship which is 25 to 30 cents a bushel over spring wheat. We 
are back to normal now. 

Mr. Bass. Now, let me ask you this. What has been the flexibility 
of the price to the consumer of your product during this period of 
time? 

Mr. Green. I do not think there has been any price change since 
the fall of 1954, and it has been accounted for by the fact that in the 
period of decline in our raw material costs that is indicated here, we 
had a raise in cost of labor, freight, packaging, overhead, and so on. 
There has been no change at all in the price structure of macaroni in 
this period. The difference has come about by the improvement of 
the quality of the product. 
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Mr. Bass. I see that about now you do not have the 1956 price, but 
I see along in December of 1955 it was selling in the general area of 
$2.70 a bushel. 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bass. Now should we increase the quota here—and what do 
you anticipate that we should increase that quota to—to a 20-percent 
increase in wheat production next year would you anticipate that the 

rice would continue to go down, decline, in the same proportion it 
as as the supply has been increased in the past 18 months‘ 

Mr. Green. I do not know that I can answer that question. I can 
tell you that historically over the years, in all recorded history, there 
has always been a premium and a spread of 25 to 30 cents normally. 
When both crops were in adequate supply 

Mr. Bass. Here is what I am trying to get at. I am not saying 
that I either agree or disagree with the legislation, I am trying to learn 
about it. 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bass. But we have what would be termed as an ideal situation, 
where the market demands what is being produced. 

Mr. Green. Right. 

Mr. Bass. And the price is comparatively good, or above that of 
other t ypes of wheat ? 

Mr. Green. Right. 

Mr. Bass. Now. should we increase this acreage, I am wondering 
whether we might get into a situation then where we would have an 
oversupply and have to have Commodity Credit Corporation buy a 
part of it? 

Mr. Green. We think if the supply is there, that the industry will 
g to it entirely. At the present moment, we are not 100 percent on 

urum. That is part of the argument that the Department of Agri- 
culture has brought forth, “you did not take this crop the minute it 
came in”; and they are absolutely right. We have an element in our 
industry that has not gone to 100 per cent durum. Dur ing the shortage 
they learned new techniques of blending these other w heats, they have 
introduced vacuum presses which do a better job in making the dough. 
They have added gluten flour, they have added, for example, egg 
whites to fortify the product and make it stronger and some of them 
say “we can get along without paying this high price for this high- 
priced raw material—if it is not going to be there, why should we 
change our mix and change the blend and increase our cost to the 
consumer.” But we feel very strongly that the majority of the indus- 
try competitively will force these people to improve their quality or 
go out of business. ‘That has been the case all along. 

Mr. Arperr. Along that line, with a greater incentive program you 
did not get an extraordinary carryover last year ? 

Mr. Green. That is right. 

Mr. Atsert. And this is only a 1-year program / 

Mr. Green. That is right. If we do not get the crop this year, we 
fortify the arguments of the people, of the element of our industry 
that we regard as the least progressive manufacturers, the rice cutters, 
the dealers in poorer quality. They are a minority element, but they 
arethere. Wecannot deny that. 

Mr. Avsert. Any further questions ¢ 

Mr. JenNtNGs. Just one observation. 
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Then you do not agree with the seemingly objection of the Depart- 
ment here that the public is accepting the substitute or the mushier 
type? 

Mr. Green. Absolutely not. We had half a dozen manufacturers 
here yesterday to meet with members of the Department of Agricul- 
ture. Fifty percent of the industry’s production is in the metropoli- 
tan areas, the high population centers of the eastern seaboard, and 
they, categorically, right across the line, are the ones that are using 
100 percent durum and see the loss of their business if they do not 
have it. 

Mr. Warts. I would like to ask one question. 

This 9 million-bushel carryover—who has that, Commodity Credit 
or the processors ¢ 

Mr. Green. Now you have got me. I do not know who has it. It 
is spread out—farm elevators, mills. I do not know what the hold- 
ings of the CCC are, if any. It is spread all through the channels of 
distribution. And that is a projected figure on an estimate of what 
we are going to use this year. I think the official figures in the semi- 
annual durum report that came out in August indicated that the 
stocks on hand at the time of the start of this crop here was 1,900,000, 
but they did not know what was on the farms. The trade thinks that 
perhaps there were 3 million or 4 million bushels carryover at that 
time, spread all through the channels of distribution. 

Mr. Kruecer. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Avserr. Mr. Krueger. 

Mr. Kruercer. I do not believe the CCC holds any of the durum. 
And the reason the farmers do not sell the durum, make a loan, is 
because they are selling it on the market at a greater price than the 
Government will give them. 

Mr. Apert. Thank you, Mr. Green. 

Who is your next witness ? 

Mr. Anverson. I believe Mr. Green had some letters. 

Mr. Auserr. Without objection, those letters may be inserted at 
this point in the record. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 





JANUARY 28, 1957. 
Mr. MARVIN MCLAIN, ; 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McLain: We wired you on January 24 urging your support of the 
Young bill in connection with the durum acreage allotment. As you know, 
farmers in the durum-wheat area are reluctant to plant durum in view of their 
disastrous experience in 1953 through 1955 when rust practically wiped out the 
crop or greatly reduced yields. 

The acreage allotment program on durum last year provided sufficient incen- 
tive to secure adequate durum acreage and with favorable weather conditions 
resulted in generous durum supplies for the first time since 1952. During this 
period of inadequate durum supplies, the macaroni industry was forced to sub- 
stitute hard wheat products to a large extent, resulting in an inferior macaroni 
product. The consuming public is slow to recognize this difference in quality, but 
there is no doubt that the increase in per capita consumption of macaroni products 
was definitely stopped and a decline in consumer acceptance was occurring. This 
is partially evidenced by increasing quantities of imported macaroni products com- 
ing into this country and finding a market for the first time in 20 years or more. 
We are convinced that if the macaroni industry is again forced to use hard wheat 
products as their raw material because of inadequate supplies of durum, the 
consumption of macaroni products will decline instead of providing an increas- 
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ing domestic market for the durum-wheat farmer. Durum wheat milling require- 
ments have increased from around 13 million in the mid-1930’s to a little over 
| 25 million bushels in 1952, representing a per capita increase from around 4% 
i pounds to around 6% pounds during this period. In our opinion it is not unrea- 
sonable to expect the per capita consumption to gradually increase to 10 pounds 
provided sufficient durum wheat is available to enable the macaroni industry 
to provide the necessary quality. 

Unless durum-wheat farmers have sufficient incentive to plant durum wheat, 
there are strong indications that they will plant the Selkirk variety of spring 
wheat where they would ordinarily have planted durum. The increased yields 
and better returns per acre last year on Selkirk versus durum, plus their skepti- 
cism as to rust resistance of even the new varieties of durum make this obvious. 
The 1-for-1 provision in the Young bill might conceivably provide around a mil- 
lion and a half acres of durum which might be adequate provided we have favor- 
able weather conditions resulting in good yields per acre. Without the 1-for-1 
program, we might well end up with under 1 million acres of durum planted this 
spring. 

We therefore strongly urge your support of this legislation which is an absolute 
minimum requirement if we are to have anything like satisfactory durum supplies 
this coming crop year. As you probably know, we have no particular ax to grin 
so far as milling durum or hard wheats is concerned in that in addition to our 
durum mills we have 13 milling plants east of the Rockies where we mill hard 
winters, hard springs, or soft wheats, from any of which we can supply the 
macaroni industry with wheat products if other than durum products were 
desired. We are firmly convinced, however, that durum-wheat products are 
essential to the well-being of the macaroni industry if it is to continue to grow 
and provide an ever increasing domestic outlet for our wheat production. 

Very truly yours, 
ATHERTON BEAN, President. 


MARVIN MCLAIN, 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, 
Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C.: 


We urge your support for Young bill on durum acreage now being considered. 
Unless durum farmers have this incentive, our best information they will turn to 
Selkirk variety spring wheat in view their experience last year with better yields 
and less rust hazard, resulting in entirely inadequate durum supplies for domestic 
requirement. Macaroni industry have raised per capita consumption with 
durum wheat products, providing assured domestic outlet of about 25 million 
bushels under normal supply conditions. Unless have adequate durum supplies 
they are forced use hard wheat consumption this important wheat product. 

ATHERTON BEAN, President, International Milling Co. 





FEBRUARY 1, 1957. 
Mr. MARVIN McLAIN, 
Depariment of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McLAIn: We have been informed that there will be a hearing at your 
office on Wednesday, February 6, at 10 a. m., at which time Senate bill 323 will be 
discussed. It is our intention to have our representative, Mr. Roger F. Di Pasca, 
attend the said hearing. However, because of the vital importance to this com- 
pany of the subject matter involved ,we believe it prudent to state our position in 
writing to you in the event some unforeseen circumstances might prevent the 
attendance of our representative at the said hearing. 

It has come to our knowledge that a survey made by a member of the Grain 
Branch, Commodity Stabilization Service, revealed consumer acceptance of sub- 
stitute wheats as to make special legislation for durum wheat unnecessary. 
We should like to go on record that such findings are directly opposed to our 
contention that only durum wheat as a sole ingredient will produce good quality 
macaroni products. We have been manufacturing macaroni products and egg 
| noodles fur well over 50_years and we know that our market will not accept a 
' substitute for durum wheat semolina. During the recent critical shortage of 
durum wheat when we were obliged to use blends varying from 50 to 25 percent 


durum, we experienced countless complaints concerning the change in the quality 
} of our product. We also found that many of our consumers had switched from 
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our brand to an imported macaroni product due to the fact that the imported 
product contained 100 percent durum wheat semolina. For the past year, as 
soon as our contract commitments for blends could be filled or canceled, we have 
been using only durum wheat semolina in our manufacturing process. In the 
event there will be no special legislation to permit the planting of durum wheat 
on extra acreage and in view of the heavy exports of durum wheat during the 
past months continuing to the present time, we are fearful that there will be less 
than a normal durum crop in 1957, even though favorable growing conditions are 
present. 

For the reasons heretofore stated and for other good and sufficient reasons 
which will be presented verbally by our representative on the day of the hearing, 
we respectfully urge that the Department of Agriculture will recommend passage 
of Senate bill 323. 

Respectfully yours, 
RONZONI MACARONI Co., INC., 
EMANUELE RONZONI, Jr., 
President. 


ALFONSO GiorA & Sons, INC., 
Rochester, N. Y., February 4, 1957. 
Mr. Marvin McLaInN, 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McLAtIn: As manufacturers of macaroni and egg noodle products 
we are vitally concerned with the supply of durum wheat. Although the durum 
wheat crop harvested in 1956 was quite sufficient it looks very much as though 
a real shortage will develop over the coming crop year. 

Since about half of our current durum supplies came from Montana, and it 
appears that little durum will be grown there this year, we hope that your 
Department will encourage and support measures to maintain the growing of 
durum wheat. 

Montana’s growing of durum last year came about largely because the winter 
wheat acreage had failed, and the same land was seeded to durum the following 
spring. It is our understanding that Montana’s winter wheat now in the 
ground is in excellent shape. Too, the growers get better yields per acre with 
their winter wheat and thus little if any acreage was held out for durum. 

Historically most of our durum has been grown in the Durum Triangle of 
North Dakota. We believe that Senator Young’s bill would materially increase 
the durum production there. For the first time, rust-resistant seed is available 
for all acreage to be seeded, yet were are afraid the farmers will hesitate to 
make use of it because of their very disappointing crops in 1953, 1954, and 1955 
with rust susceptible varieties of durum in those years. 

Now that the years of work by the agronomists in developing rust-free grain 
has born fruit we hope the incentive will be given the durum grower to make 
use of the seed. We feel quite sure that the incentive need be given only this 
one year, and then the growers’ experience with rust-resistant durum will 
insure continuing supplies. 

During the past few years when curtailed supplies of durum wheat necessi- 
tated our using other hard wheats for the manufacture of our products, we 
helplessly stood by and watched our customers switch to imported products 
made of 100 percent durum. These were customers that it took a long time to 
acquire. As soon as our domestie crop was available in 1956 we immediately 
began using only durum and we are happy to say our sales vividly point to the 
necessity of using durum for the best quality of macaroni, spaghetti and egg 
noodles. 

We respectfully solicit your support in providing incentives that will insure 
sufficient durum plantings this year. 

Sincerely yours, 
HorAce P. Grora. 


JANUARY 18, 1957. 


Senator Mitton R, YOuNG, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Deak SENATOR YOUNG: The Langdon durum meeting report indicates that 
durum acreage for 1957 is not likely to equal the acreage grown prior to the 15—-B 
stem rust epidemic. The high yield of Selkirk in 1956 has encouraged a greater 
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acreage of it for 1957. Growers consider bread wheat easier to grow than 
durum because it is less likely to lodge and has a shorter straw than durum. 

Montana grew a large acreage of durum in 1956 for two reasons: (1) The 
2-for-1 privilege which allowed growers an income from their restricted or idle 
acres; (2) there was a heavy winter wheat loss which was sowed to durum. 

The USDA reports an average production for 1945-54 of 189,000 bushels of 
durum for Montana and other States where durum estimates are not shown 
separately. 

The durum processors estimate the macaroni trade will use 18 to 20 million 
bushels during 1956-57. Exports this year were 6,750,000 bushels and Italy 
purchased 3,250,000 bushels last week, making a total of approximately 10 million 
bushels. 

It could be detrimental to durum growers and the durum milling industry if 
there was a short crop in 1957 because processors would again turn to substi- 
tutes. The durum industry will undoubtedly return to 100 percent drum when 
they are annually assured of sufficient durum to maintain a quality product. 

Some of the 1956 crop was damaged by frost, which includes new rust- 
resistant varieties. This partially reduced the seed supply of the new durums. 

Some type of special durum legislation would help in providing the necessary 
durum for 1957. We appreciate anything you may be able to do for durum 
production in 1957. 

Yours very truly, 
Henry O. PUTNAM, Faecutive Secretary. 


Mr. Anperson. I have two letters along the same line. 

Mr. Asert. Without objection, they may also be inserted at this 
point in the record. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


THE McCasne Co., 
Minneapolis, Minn., February 5, 1957. 
Hon. LEROy ANDERSON, . 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ANDERSON: I am sorry I will not be able to appear before 
the House Agricultural Committee to testify on the durum bill. However, I 
enclose herewith my statement which I would like to offer to the committee. 

Yours very truly, 
Ben C. McCane. 





STATEMENT OF BEN C. McCABr, PRESIDENT, THE MCCABE CO,, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Iam Ben C. McCabe of Minneapolis, Minn., president of the McCabe Co., oper- 
ators of country elevators and feed mills in the fourt northwestern States. How- 
ever, in my testimony before this committee, I represent not only the views of 
myself and our company, but also those of the majority of other country elevator 
operators in the area—both privately owned and cooperative—and the semolina 
millers of our area. 

We feel that after 3 or 4 subnormal durum crops in our area, continued favorit- 
ism will have to be shown to the durum acreage if production is going to be 
definitely reestablished sufficient to cover our domestic needs plus a small overage 
for protection in case of a short crop which in the meantime would go for export. 

It is our definite belief that the above goal can be better reached through 
acreage favoritism rather than a higher support price. 

With our farmers drastically limited by the acreage allotments on wheat, the 
additional acres they were allowed to seed of durum last year made quite a hit 
in fact, I don’t believe we would have had an increased durum acreage in North 
Dakota and Montana if it had not been for the 2-for-1 deal on acreage going into 
durum. 

I wish to point out particularly that race 15—-B of rust attacked all existing 
varieties of durum in a catastrophic way, virtually destroying the crop for 
several years. During those years an intensified effort was put down to develop 
and propagate varieties of durum that were resistant to 15-B. Our agronomists 
were successful and due to highly cooperative efforts on the part of everyone 
interested, the supply of these resistant varieties was increased with extreme 
rapidity by planting crops during the wintertime down in Mexico and doubling up 
on production, 
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The spring of 1957 will be the first year that these resistant varieties are avail- 
able to farmers generally. I think it would be tragic if a real effort is not made 
by Congress and the Department of Agriculture to see that these resistant durums 
are well established—particularly in what we have called the Durum Triangle. 
Durum will have to be favored if it is going to be reestablished in this area. 

We are particularly fortunate with bread wheats that Canada had developed 
Selkirk wheat at just about the time race 15—-B hit us. Large importations of 
Selkirk seed were made from Canada and it gave a very good account of itself 
last year in the eastern areas and especially in the whole durum triangle in 1956. 

In 1956 the average yields of bread wheats in North Dakota were 17.5 bushels 
per acre. The average yield on durum was 16 bushels per acre and rust was not 
much of a factor last year. 

Now it was rather an unusual year when bread wheats outyielded durum in 
the durum area. But with the showing that Selkirk wheat made last year, the 
farmers in that area will not be weaned away from it without some coaxing. 
So for this reason particularly, we plead that durum be given at least 1 more year 
of acreage favoritism so as to have a chance to become reestablished in its own 
area. 

We can understand that the Department of Agriculture and this committee are 
disappointed with the probable disappearance of durum in this crop year. How- 
ever, we would like to point out the following mitigating circumstance. 

Manufacturers of macaroni and spaghetti products made rather large forward 
bookings of semolina last summer before the durum crop was assured and, 
generally, these bookings were on the basis of a blend of 50 percent durum 
semolina and 50 percent bread-wheat semolina. So that during most of the 
first quarter, and even part of the second quarter, of this crop year, it was these 
blends that went into consumption. It is our understanding that, as of the 
present, virtually all semolina processors are switching to a 100 percent durum 
product, but because of the blends used in the early part of the crop year, it is 
probable that only about 18 miilion bushels of durum will be used. Next year 
we should be able to look forward to a use of around 24 or 25 million bushels 
when the processors will be using a full 100 percent durum semolina for the full 
12 months. 

Now we will undoubtedly have a carryover of several million bushels of durun 
this year, but bear in mind that the per bushel yield on durum this year was 
several bushels over normal, especially out in Montana. We cannot expect that 
to repeat itself year after year. If we had had average durum yields in 1956, 
we would have produced 29 million bushels of durum—not 39 million bushels, 
which was produced. In making their decision, the Department of Agriculture 
and this committee will have to have this point detinitely in mind. 

The big increase in durum acreage in 1956 was out in Montana. The fall of 
1955 was very dry, winter wheat got off to an extremely poor start and 1much 
of it winterkilled or never did come up. However, spring rains came along 
soon enough so that farmers were encouraged to put in a crop and, with the 
advantage given to durum, there was a very heavy shift to the planting of the 
crop and it turned out very, very well. This State seeded 978,000 acres and 
harvested a crop of over 18 million bushels. The farmers out there are well 
pleased with the return they are getting on durum from this crop, and you 
might expect that they would continue to grow durum next year with no special 
acreage inducement. However, that is not true. 

While in North Dakota spring wheat yielded more than durum wheat, the 
Montana farmer compares the durum yield not with spring wheat, but with 
Winter wheat, and winter wheat under the same conditions will outyield durum 
by 5 to 20 bushels per acre. 

Montana was fortunate last fall. There was enough moisture to get the new 
Winter wheat crop off to a good start and our last reports are that the crop 
is still in very good condition. As a consequence, we will not have the abandoned 
Winter wheat acreage to go into durum this year. 

I can point specifically to one of our fine farmer customers at Rosebud, Mont. 
Mr. Clifford Wright, who ordinarily crops a thousand acres per year. His entire 
winter-wheat crop last winter was destroyed. He reseeded to durum wheat. 
He had a poor crop—about 10 bushels per acre—but, nevertheless, he did harvest 
10,000 bushels of durum wheat and he was satisfied under the circumstances. 
However, this fall he planted his thousand acres into winter wheat. It came 
up to a fine stand, stooled well, and at this time Mr. Wright states his crop is 
100 percent. He will not be seeding any durum this spring. The same story 
can be repeated time after time over the Montana area. 
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As a consequence, if we are going to avoid a sharp decrease in the durum 
acreage in Montana, the acreage will have to be taken out of barley and spring 
wheat to a greater extent than what it Was last year. Last year the farmer was 
allowed to seed 3 acres of durum for every acre of bread wheat which he took 
out of his allotment. Now the proposal is to cut the durum acres down to two 
for every bread-wheat acre that is taken out of the farmer’s allotment. It is 
doubtful that the farmers, who didn’t go in any heavier than they did last year 
on the higher acreage, will go in as well this year on the proposed lower basis. 

Without a very considerable incentive, we feel sure there will be a very 
drastic reduction in the durum acreage in Montana, and, if they get back to 
normal yields, the crop could amount to only about a third of last year’s crop. In 
that case the country would be faced again with a durum shortage. I don’t 
think this committee or the Department of Agriculture wants to take the risk 
on that. 

I wish to point out also that we will have some compliance with the soil bank 
in the durum area. Just how severe the acreage cutback will be on durum 
from the soil-bank plan, I cannot say. However, there is no doubt but what 
the soil bank will cause some reduction in the durum acreage. 

So, for the above reasons, I strongly recommend that Congressman Anderson’s 
bill be endorsed by this committee and passed by this Congress. 





Kine Mipas FLour MILtLs, 
Minneapolis, Minn., February 5, 1957. 
Hon. LERoy ANDERSON, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. ANDERSON: Mr. Ben McCabe informed us today that there is to be 
a hearing before the House committee on the legislation dealing with the durum 
wheat acreage allotment, to be held in Washington on Thursday, February 7. 
We are enclosing copy of a letter which we sent to Mr. Marvin McLain, and 
you may be interested in our comments. ; 
Yours truly, 
H. E. Kuenn, Herecutive Vice President. 


Kine Mipas Four MILLs, 
Minneapolis, Minn., February 1, 1957. 
Mr. Marvin McLAIN, 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McLAIN: As Senator Young's bill dealing with durum wheat acreage 
allotment is now being reviewed by your Department, we wish to give you our 
reasons why we think Senator Young’s bill should be enacted. 

1. The following table shows that in 9 successive years, 1944 through 1952, 
the durum mills ground in excess of 20 million bushels annually: 


ite teeth a paves abatinkicn 21, 942, 782 | 1961.......~- fade in lsh 1 RY RO 
ahs pendgtel ld das dc cethcarsdn lntncnd kT CS h il  cl cn Sainn hah oe 25, 203, 783 
tcl a bi Rick Schenk aahigee bs Seki Cy SONIC UN gS in es ence . 17, T90, 052 
i cet ecstacy EE, 1h) ie gS Gl gc th sch 8, 697, 866 
DO espa eae cade hate RE TO LORI RS Bs Latins hese om a anaes 5, 892, 461 
biti pndalinsatiet slates 21, 804,381 | 1956_....._.. see eregerwmmererergy) te hy 
idk elite nied bubwiles 21, 928, 683 


The average grind for the 13-year period was $19,687,171 bushels. The figures 
also show that the mill grind for the years 1951 and 1952, before we had a serious 
decline in our durum crop, amounted to 24 and 25 million bushels, respectively. 

2. When the rust epidemic first seriously reduced wheat production, macaroni 
manufacturers made a desperate effort to stay with durum. This is evidenced 
by the fact that, even when confronted with a crop failure, the macaroni manu- 
facturers stayed with durum, forcing the price of durum wheat as high as $4.65 
per bushel on January 17, 1955. The demand for durum in the face of short 
supplies kept the price of durum wheat at Minneapolis over $3 per bushel from 
July 1953 to October 1955. During long periods in between, the price of durum 
wheat was over $4 per bushel. With the price of durum wheat so inordinately 
high, it was inevitable that the macaroni manufacturers turned to substitutes, 
The macaroni trade did not turn away from durum by choice. There just was 
not enough durum to be had at any price. 
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3. During the period when the macaroni manufacturers were forced to use 
substitutes, the demand for a top quality durum macaroni was to insistent that 
imports of semolina macaroni and spaghetti were increased tremendously. 

4. Prices on durum wheat during the 1956-57 crop year have been maintained 
on a very high price level compared with other wheats. In spite of the very 
high durum prices, durum used by the macroni trade has shown a sharp and 
steady increase. The grind figures clearly indicate that there is a ready demand 
for 25 million bushels minimum of durum to satisfy the domestic grind only. Add 
to the 25 million durum grind the amount of durum used for seed requirements, 
feed, cereal manufacturing, and other uses, plus a reasonable carryover as a 


cushion against crop failure, and the total figures are convincing proof that the 
big danger for 1956-57 is for an acute durum shortage rather than the fear of 
a surplus. 


5. If conditions in the United States were such that we were confronted with 
starvation, naturally any type of food would be welcome. Under such conditions 


macaroni or spaghetti made from any type of wheat would be consumed. We 
are, however, in an economy when the consumer has a wide choice of foods. 
The large consuming areas for macaroni products are discriminating in their 
tastes, and they are entitled to a macaroni and spaghetti product which is recog- 
nized as being of superior quality. The macaroni and spaghetti industries are 
able to present ample evidence that to maintain consumption of macaroni prod- 
ucts, it is necessary to have a top-quality product, and superior quality can only 
be produced from durum wheat. For the long-range interest of the durum 
farmer, a normal supply of durum wheat at competitive prices is needed. 

We respectfully urge that you support Senator Young’s bill. In our opinion 
it is a foregone conclusion that without an incentive, durum production in 1957 
will be very short and the macaroni and spaghetti industries will be seriously 
hurt. 

Yours truly, 
H. E. Kvenn, Evrecutive Vice President. 

Mr. Anperson. And Mr. Glewwe from the Farmers Union will 
substantiate our position that we require this. 

Mr. Atserr. Mr. Glewwe, will you state your name in full and offi- 
cial position ? 

Mr. Gtewwe. Yes, sir; and I will endeavor to be very brief. 

Mr. Auserr. Are you speaking for the National Farmers Union 
also? 

Mr. Gurewwe. For the Farmers Union Grain Terminal Association. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT J. GLEWWE, FARMERS UNION GRAIN 
TERMINAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. GLewwe. My name is Herbert J. Glewwe. I am employed by 
the Farmers Grain Terminal Association in the capacity of wheat 
and durum marketing. 

First, I must say that the Farmers Union Grain Terminal Associa- 
tion handles for producers in North Dakota and Montana 30 to 35 
percent of their durum that is marketed cooperatively through this 
organization, and we represent them in this matter. 

Durum, itself, is a terrifically high-risk crop, and I do not feel per- 
sonally that it should be considered in the overall picture of wheat 
at all. It is a specialty product, it is a raw material necessary for 
an industry that is endeavoring to grow and if we do have a shortage 
of it the person or department, whoever is responsible for that short- 
age, is curtailing an industry that could grow if they had this highly 
specialized raw material. 

Now the attitude of the producers I do not think was fully brought 
out here in the early part of the testimony. 
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The producer will only be permitted to use his allotted acreage and 
then must decide what portion of that allotted acreage he will plant 
durum on, if he will plant durum at all, considering its risk. In 
the record last year, the allocated acres planted, were ‘864,000 with a 
2-bushel incentive. For each acre he took out of his allotted acres, 
he was permitted to plant 2 bushels extra. That would give him 3 
bushels. 

Mr. nents Acres instead of bushels. 

Mr. GLewwe. Yes, acres. 

And the allotted acres planted were 864,000, If this year they 
decided to use the same portion of their allotted acreage without this 
bill, with an average crop—and that average of 15 bushels to an acre 
isa hazard. We have been ver y fortunate the last 2 years to have good 
production in durum. But, personally, I feel durum is not a crop 
until it is finally in the bin. Many things can happen to it even up 
to the point of harvest. But, at 15 bushels to an acre we produce 
13,500,000 bushels, and the industry indicates they can use from 20 
million to 25 million. 

With the one bushel incentive—with the one acre incentive—I am 
a bushel man you can tell. 

With the l-acre incentive we would possibly double that and have 
about 1,725,000 acres. At the 15 bushel average that would produce 
a crop of about 25 million which the industry indicates they could 
use. 

Now our mill grind this year, compared to last January—lI just 
received the figures by phone last night—-we have a mill at Rush 
City, Minn., that grinds durum wheat in the semolina for the industry. 
In 1956, 55 percent of that grind was durum, and the balance was 
wheat of other classes. This. year in January 1957, it was 95 percent 
durum, showing the tendency of the industry to use more of the 100 
percent product in their gradual process of a ing their process. 

The Department of Agriculture figures—I do not know, I seem to 
get more figures of different variety “around here—but the ones that 
I have been carrying here with a carryover in 1955 of 5 million bushels, 
with the 1956 crop running 39,600,000, for a total of 44,600,000 retain- 
ing for seed 21% million to 3 million bushels with the 1957 grind of 
25 million and the Department exporting through a subsidy program 
10 million would leave a carryover of 6 million to 614 million at the 
end of this year. 

Now, the question in my mind is as to whether that 5 million was 
there or iginally. I think our information on that might be somewhat 
vague, but even under those conditions, we have been very fortunate 
in getting 2 years in a row, a good durum crop, and if we do not make 
some kind of a guaranty to have that raw material there for an indus- 
try, I can see where the industry will not progress, and we certainly 
would not want that in this area 

If we get this 1-acre incentive, we : ave an assurance of carrying a 
full year’s supply in the stockpile. I doubt very much whether we 
will get that, because I do not think Montana will come through with 
this acreage, even with the l-acre incentive. Personally, I feel that 
Montana will be cut right smack in half. They produced about 
18 to 19 million last yeai 

In the picture, as far as the producers are concerned, the acreage 
planted to durum does not insure the industry of a top quality durum 
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product. Let me take thisexample. Durum is a very technical prod- 
uct from a color standpoint and from a sound berry standpoint. The 
industry cannot use durum of an inferior color. There is no assur- 
ance that durum planted in Montana next year will carry the same 
quality that it has in the last year and the year before. I felt that 
was very unusual because from past history in durum that is raised 
outside of the North Dakota durum-producing area, in most cases, 
has en inferior color or quality which would make it a seed proposi- 
tion from a price standpoint, instead of a quality product that would 
be used for the durum industry. If we would run into that again 
this year, we may run into a very short supply of a top quality durum 
product that would be used by that industry. 

The producers are now in the position where they have to decide 
within the next few weeks what their spring planting intentions are. 
I feel that we should move one way or the other to give them some- 
thing sound to figure with. Without any incentive there will be very 
little durum planted, either in North Dakota or Montana. 

That, gentlemen, would cover everything I have to say. 

Mr. AvsertT. Thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Hill? 

Mr. Hitt. What did you discover as to the color and quality of the 
durum wheat in the California area? Have you any information 
on that? 

Mr. Guewwe. I think that was used mostly for flour. There is not 
« semolina mill in California and I do not think it is of any con- 
sequence. The volume is very small. 

Mr. Avserr. Any further questions / 

Without objection, Mr. Green’s statement in full will be inserted 
immediately after his oral testimony. 

Mr. ANprerson. | have 4 young farmers from Montana. I would 
like to ask 45 to 60 seconds apiece for them. 

Mr. Maurice Fladstol ¢ 


STATEMENT OF MAURICE FLADSTOL, LEDGER, MONT. 


Mr. Fuapston. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
uma wheat farmer in Pondera County, Mont. I have grown durum 
wheat for the past 2 years, but in my opinion, the farmers in Montana, 
would not grow durum wheat this year if there is not an acreage 
incentive or something to make them want to—without special allot- 
ment. We can raise premium spring wheat which is in demand and 
we get premiums for it. We would not take our acreage from spring 
Wheat and put it to durum unless there is an incentive support. 

Mr. Avner’. Any questions ¢ 

Thank you. 

And your statement is that you are not going to use your spring 
wheat allotment on something as uncertain as this 1 

Mr. Fiapsro.. That is correct. 

Mr. Atnertr. Without incentive. 

Mr. Anvrerson. Mr. Gilfeather? 


STATEMENT OF GRANT GILFEATHER, GREAT FALLS, MONT. 


Mr. Giurrearuer. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, 
[fam Grant Gilfeather. I am not a farmer myself but my parents 
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are and, therefore, I get the direct pressures that come through farm- 
ing. 

My parents operate a farm west of Great Falls, 35 miles, and my 
parents lost 50 precent of their crop due to wind shatter at harvest 
time and they have also lost money on the poor grade they have re- 
ceived for the mixture of foreign particles, foreign grains, in their 
durum. 

They feel, as well as I feel, that this legislation, should be passed 
to give the durum raiser an incentive to raise this durum wheat. 

Mr. Argert. Thank you for your statement. 

Any questions? If not, we will hear the next witness, 

Mr. Anprerson. Mr. Marvin Beck ? 


STATEMENT OF MARVIN BECK, HOGELAND, MONT. 


Mr. Breck. My name is Marvin Beck, Hogeland, Mont. The only 
reason that we have been raising durum is because we can get a few 
more acres in production. 

Mr. Avzert. Without this bill you would not plant your regular 
allotment to durum / 

Mr. Brecx. No. 

Mr. Augert. Thank you very much for your statement. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Roy Mark, of Broadus, Mont. 


STATEMENT OF ROY MARK, BROADUS, MONT. 


Mr. Marx. My name is Roy Mark. Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee, I know that I can come here and speak on behalf of 
many farmers in the southern part of Montana, and I am sure that 
they feel that what I have to say here is true. Down there, there are no 
means of irrigation or anything and hail often comes just before 
harvesttime or early in the season and it cuts their supply of yields of 
grain down to a very smal] margin. And they feel that if the farmers 

cannot get a reasonable rate on ‘it, or acreage allotment, that they will 
not raise it, and cannot see any headwa y in it, or otherwise. 

Mr. Asert. Thank you for that alataiek: 

The committee is pleased indeed to have had these fine young 
representatives from the State of Montana before us, Congressman. 

Mr. Anverson. I want to thank the committee for their courtesy in 
hearing my witnesses and myself. 

Mr. Atserr. The committee has the name of one further witness, 
Mr. John A. Baker, of the Farmers Union. Are there any other wit- 
nesses that intend to testify before Mr. Baker starts? Do we have 
any other witnesses ? 

Is anyone present here for the purpose of testifying who has not 
given his name to the committee clerk ? 

Mr. Jenninas. What about the Department, Mr. Chairman? When 
might we expect a report from them ¢ 

Mr. Aupert. May I inquire. do you know when the Department 
could be heard on this matter, Mr, T ‘albott 4 

Mr. Tarvorr. Yes, sir. As soon as we have the testimony and have 
an opportunity to read it and study it we will be forthcoming with our 
report. 

Mr. Ausert. All right. Well, we hope that it will be as soon as 
possible. 
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Mr. Tatsorr. As soon as we get the transcript. 

Mr. Arsert. The committee is pleased now to hear Mr. John A. 
Baker, who is well known to all members of the committee, and who 
ably represents the National Farmers Union on farm problems of 
many kinds. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BAKER, COORDINATOR OF LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I ap- 
preciate your staying on an extra length of time in your busy day to 
hear one additional statement. 

I am not a durum wheat specialist, but I do like good spaghetti 
with meat balls. My purpose here is to just pass on to you the thinking 
of our members from various parts of the durum Wheat Belt, rather 
than to discuss the various feukadeel aspects of the durum wheat sit- 
uation, or the spaghetti and macaroni situation. 

We, in National Farmers Union, are mighty proud of these Farmers 
Union witnesses that you have heard and we appreciate your courtesy 
in hearing them in your committee this morning. ‘These young men 
that just appeared before your committee are members of some 1,700 
such Farmers Union members who will be visiting Washington this 
January and February as a part of our annual bus trippers project, 
and we are just real proud of all of them and we very deeply appreciate 
them taking the time and energy and expense to come down here to 
talk to their Congressman and people in the Department of Agri- 
culture and Interior and the State Department about the problems of 
family farmers of America. 

I want to also take this occasion, Mr. Chairman, to say that we are 
also mighty glad, not just for the farmers of eastern Montana, but for 
our family farmers all over the country, that LeRoy Anderson is a 
Member of Congress. We are proud of his past record and think that 
we will be equally proud of his record as a Member. 

In response to a previous inquiry, President James G. Patton of 
National Farmers Union received the following telegram from Presi- 
dent Leonard Kenfield of the Montana Farmers Union: 

Urge strong support of LeRoy Anderson bill allowing producers to plant 1 
acre of durum outside wheat allotment for each acre planted within allotment. 

The board of governors of the North Dakota Farmers Union in 
formal meeting considered the provisions of the pending durum bill 
and voted to ask that a representative appear before your committee 
on their behalf in support of the bill. 

A very large part of the total durum wheat production of the Nation 
is raised by Farmers Union members in these two States. These pro- 
ducers and their elected officials have given careful study to the pro- 
posed 1957 program as provided in the bill before your committee. It 
is their considered opinion that the bill should pass and become law. 

For that reason, although National Farmers Union has not had 
opportunity to develop a position on this specific proposal, I urge 
that you give these recommendations your sympathetic consideration 
and report out the bill favorably. 

As members of the committee know, Farmers Union continues to 
support its longtime position favoring the establishment of a com- 
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prehensive food and fiber national policy of managed realistic abund- 
ance with workable means extended for farmers’ use after the refer- 
endums provided to keep market supplies of farm commodities in 
reasonable balance with market demand adequately augmented by 
action programs designed to expand domestic and foreign con- 
sumption. 

May I point out in that connection, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Ander- 
son’s bill provides for a 30-percent cut, what amounts to a durum acre- 
age allotment from last year, from 56 to 57. This would be a cut from 
3 down to 2, a 3314-percent cut in what the law provided for last year’s 
crop. 

Let me say again, Mr. Chairman, we very deeply appreciate the 
invitation of your committee to appear and appreciate your taking 
time to hear our statement. It is always a privilege and inspiration, 
Mr. Chairman, to work with the House Agriculture Committee and I 
yant to tell folks from out of town here that have become acquainted 
with you only recently to know you are just this nice all the time. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Avsert. Thank you, Mr. Baker. 

Are there any questions? 

Thank you very much. 

(The following statement was submitted to the subcommittee by 
Hon. E. Y. Berry, of South Dakota :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. FE. Y. BERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
SECOND District OF SouTH DAKOTA . 


Mr. Berry. Mr. Chairman and members of the House Agriculture Committee, 
I appreciate this opportunity to testify in support of H. R. 4862, which I intro- 
duced to provide an adequate supply of durum wheat to meet the needs of the 
macaroni-processing industry. My bill is identical to H. R. 2160 introduced 
by Representative Krueger, of North Dakota, and to H. R. 2126 introduced by 
Representative Anderson of Montana. 

A triangular area in South Dakota, North Dakota, and Montana grows nearly 
all the durum wheat produced in this country. Durum is a specialty wheat 
which has qualities required by the macaroni industry in manufacturing their 
product. The macaroni industry in 1954 was forced to use a mixture of wheats 
containing as little as 25 percent durum due to severe shortages, but the quality 
of macaroni suffered, total domestic consumption declined and higher grade 
foreign macaroni captured a larger part of the American market. Last year 
was the first time supply met demand. 

In these times of agricultural surplus, durum wheat is in short supply and 
wheatgrowers should be given an incentive to seed more acres of durum so as 
to provide for market requirements. 

These durum bills, along with Senator Young’s similar bill in the Senate, 
provide a 1-for-1 acreage incentive to wheat producers in the Dakotas, Mon- 
tana, Minnesota, and California. Growers in designated durum-producing areas 
would be allowed to plan 1 acre of durum outside their wheat allotment for each 
acre of durum planted within their allotment. 

This is a modification of the bill we passed last year providing for a 2-for-1 
acreage incentive which resulted in the first normal crop in 5 years, totaling 
39,607,000 bushels. In 1953, when the durum shortage was very serious, there 
were only 13 million bushels produced and the macaroni industry was forced 
to go to a mixture of bread wheats with durum, but quality and consumption 
suffered. In 1954 durum plantings were low and, combined with a crop failure 
caused by 15-B rust, the national production was only 5 million bushels. It 
was in 1955 that the first 2-for-1 durum bill was passed by Congress. <A similar 
provision was passed again in 1956. Experts in the farm organizations and 
the grain trade now believe that a 1-for-1 plan will provide sufficient incentive 
to keep up production. 
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The damage by rust to durum is one of the principal reasons why an addi- 
tional acreage incentive is needed. Durum is a risky crop. The grower is 
going to plant the hardiest possible wheat variety unless he has an incentive. 

In addition, the hard spring wheats which are grown in the area will usually 
yield 10 to 15 percent more than durum. Here again the prospective durum 
producers must have an additional acreage incentive or he will plant the hard 
spring wheat. 

Without this incentive program, many farmers will go out of durum produc- 
tion and will plant other crops that are in surplus. Surveys in the area verify 
this fact. We have a good market for durum in the United States and a good 
farm program will provide adequate supplies. 

There would not be a danger of durum surplus with the passage of this bill 
for the annual carryover should be about 15 million bushels. The carryover 
this year will be approximately 9 million bushels. In addition, there will be 
a one-third cutback in production even if all the participants in the 2-for-1 
program last year stay in the program at 1-for-1 this year. 

I hope this committee and Congress will take early and favorable action on 
this important legislation. 

Thank you. 


Mr. Apert. Are there any further witnesses? If not, the Chair 
suggests that we adjourn to meet at the call of the Chair, which I hope 
will be some time next week. 

Without objection, the committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m. the committee adjourned.) 
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